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ABSTRACT 
This project analyzed and discussed Toms Group’s construction of CSR in relation to child labor 
in the West African cocoa industry. In order to do this, Michael Porter and Mark Kramer’s 
Shared Value theory and John Ruggie’s Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights was 
combined in a single approach that could address complex issues of Business and Human Rights. 
A discursive analysis of Toms’ CSR strategy on child labor was plotted in the matrix in order to 
discuss how Toms has constructed its CSR between 2008 and 2013. Furthermore, the analysis of 
Toms was the first application of the matrix, and an attempt to test the validity of combining the 
two theories. This process has been guided by the research question: How can the ‘Shared Value 
theory’ and the ‘UN framework on Business and Human Rights’ be combined in a single 
approach that can explain how Toms addresses child labor issues in the West African cocoa 
industry? This paper and its conclusion demonstrate that it is possible to develop a matrix that 
combines the two theories in a single approach and to apply this matrix empirically on Toms. 
Thus, it is expressed how Toms constructs its corporate social agenda through a process within 
the discourse of Business and Human Rights. 
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ACRONYMS 
BoP: Base of the Pyramid 
BHHRC: Business and Human Rights Resource Centre 
CoP: Communication on Progress report 
CSR: Corporate Social Responsibility 
CSV: Creating Shared Values 
DANIDA: Danish International Development Agency 
DIEH: Danish Ethical Trading Initative 
EU: European Union 
GDP: Gross Domestic Product 
GPs: Guiding Principles 
GMACL: Global March Against Child Labor 
HBS: Harvard Business School 
ICI: International Cocoa Initiative 
ICCO: International Cocoa Organization 
ILO: International Labour Organization 
IMF: International Monetary Fund 
NGOs: Non-Governmental Organizations 
OHCHR: Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights 
OECD: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
SRSG: special representative of the secretary-general  
UN: United Nations 
UNDP: United Nations Development Program 
UNGC: United Nations Global Compact 
UNICEF: United Nations Children’s Fund 
WCF: World Cocoa Foundation 
WVA: World Vision Australia 
WTO: World Trade Organization 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION & RESEARCH QUESTION 
1.1 Introduction 
Globalization is evident in today’s society, and it has led to both positive and negative impacts 
worldwide. Many multinational corporations have been expanding their activities to developing 
countries to find cheap labor, less legal enforcement and lower tax pressure, all of which 
contributes to productivity and profit maximization. In relation to this, it is increasingly 
discussed whether companies have a corporate social responsibility (CSR). CSR is a concept 
which incorporates both social and economic values in business operations. Within the academic 
debate on CSR, Michael Porter and Mark Kramer have suggested a theory of Shared Value, 
which seeks to explain the mutual benefits for both society and businesses in doing CSR. An 
interesting element in the CSR debate and the Shared Value approach is the discussion of 
competitive advantages for companies. However it is also discussed whether companies should 
have legal duties and what the boundaries between voluntarism and legal obligations should be. 
While some stress the importance of regulating businesses, others argue that competition in a 
free market creates more incentives for companies to act responsibly.  
 
In light of the ongoing debate, it has become evident that there is no consensus on how to 
approach CSR and the values it represent. One attempt of establishing a set of universal values 
that can create consensus in the CSR debate is the UN Framework on Business and Human 
Rights from 2008. This framework is particularly important, as there have been many cases of 
exploitation, abuse and violation of human rights by companies. To set an international common 
ground for the implementation of the UN Framework, the Guiding Principles (GPs) were 
developed in 2011. The UN Framework identifies common rules and norms in the Business and 
Human Rights discourse, but its implementation demands interpretation, adaptation and 
articulated incentives of deployment.  
 
One of the most complex issues in the Business and Human Rights discourse is child labor. 
Many corporations would easily say that child labor is not acceptable, but that is overly 
simplistic. Child labor is especially prevalent in developing countries, where weak institutional 
structures create a protection void. Thus, children are vulnerable to exploitation from national 
and international companies employing cheap labor, and from communities striving to get a 
livable income. One corporation that has tried to deal with child labor in its supply chain in West 
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Africa is the Danish chocolate manufacturer Toms, which will serve as a case in this project.  
Toms has been criticized for sourcing cocoa beans from suppliers employing children on West 
African cocoa plantations. Over the last decade Toms has engaged in several initiatives in 
relation to fighting child labor in its supply chain. The company has endorsed a number of 
international initiatives, for example the UN Framework, and has communicated on the process 
of implementing CSR throughout the supply chain. Toms is thus an interesting empirical 
example of how a company can be situated in the business and human rights discourse through 
the construction of a CSR approach. 
  
1.2 Problem formulation 
As presented in the introduction, globalization poses many dilemmas towards corporate conduct. 
This project aims at investigating Toms’ efforts of implementing human rights in its supply 
chain, focusing on child labor in Ghana and Cote d’Ivoire. It is relevant to combine the 
theoretical fields of business and human rights, as it is a big part of CSR and because there are 
many complexities in its debate. Furthermore a lack of consensus in the ongoing CSR debate is 
reflected in the practical problems of establishing CSR as an accepted norm. In order to analyze 
Toms’ efforts in implementing CSR within the business and human rights discourse, the 
following research question has been developed: How can the ‘Shared Value theory’ and the 
‘UN Framework on Business and Human Rights’ be combined in a single approach that can 
explain how Toms addresses child labor issues in the West African cocoa industry? 
Furthermore the following three working questions will guide this project and help answer the 
research question: 
 
1) What is the relation between the discourses on Shared Value and the UN Framework on 
Business and Human Rights? 
2) What social construct of CSR is Toms communicating?  
3) How is child labor addressed as a social issue by Toms? 
 
In order to clearly answer these questions, meta-communication will provide an overview of 
each chapter. The purpose of each chapter will be explained in terms of its ability to answer the 
working questions and the research question.  
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CHAPTER 2 – CONTEXT  
Child labor is a very complex issue with many nuances and dilemmas. In order to establish a 
common understanding, this context chapter will focus on the main international conventions on 
child labor and some of the complexities of the issue. Further, aspects of child labor in Ghana 
and Côte d’Ivoire will provide an important contextualization of Toms’ CSR activities. This 
chapter will partly answer the third working question; how is child labor addressed as a social 
issue by Toms?, as it will present some of the complexities that Toms faces when sourcing cocoa 
beans from West Africa. 
2.1 Main international conventions on child labor 
There are three major international conventions that provide definitions, regulations and 
limitations on the complex issue of child labor. The United Nations Convention on the Rights of 
the Child (1989), the International Labor Organization’s (ILO) convention no. 138 on the 
Minimum Age for Admission to Employment (1973) and the ILO’s convention no. 182 on the 
Worst Forms of Child Labor (1999). Each convention has contributed to the understanding of 
how to address child labor, and will be elaborated on in turn.  
 
The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) is the most widely-ratified 
international human rights treaty in history and the official recognition of children rights from 
World leaders (UNICEF n.d). It has been ratified by 193 countries, spreading the issue of 
children’s rights worldwide. The convention defines a child as “every human being below the 
age of 18 years unless, under the law applicable to the child, majority is attained earlier” 
(OHCHR n.d: 2). According to the convention all states must develop appropriate laws, 
administrative procedures and other measures, that ensures the right of the child, placing a duty 
on states to protect children’s rights. The 54 articles of the convention cover areas such as the 
right to a name, freedom of expression and the right to being with parents (OHCHR n.d). More 
specifically the convention states that every child has “the right to a standard of living adequate 
for the child’s physical, mental, spiritual, moral and social development” (OHCHR n.d.: 8), 
which implies the vulnerability of children. Furthermore it is specified that children has a right to 
education and leisure, and that states should protect against all forms of exploitation as well as 
“performing any work that is likely to be hazardous or to interfere with the child’s education…” 
(OHCHR n.d.: 9). The UN convention thus clearly clarifies that all children have a right to 
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education and spare time, and that any work should neither interfere with those, nor cause any 
harm to the development of the child. 
 
The ILO implemented convention no. 138 on the Minimum Age for Admission to Employment in 
1973, binding ratifying states to develop a national policy regarding the minimum age for labor 
and it has currently been ratified by 167 states (ILO 1973; 2014a). The ILO distinguishes 
between three types of work and geographical context, which are summarized in the table below. 
 
 Minimum age Possible exceptions 
Basic Minimum Age 15 14 
Light work 13 – 15 12 – 14 
Hazardous work 18 18 
 
The ILO has included possible exceptions for developing countries, because it recognizes 
insufficient economic and educational facilities as a constraint that can make adherence to a high 
minimum age difficult (ILO 1973). Furthermore, the ILO differentiates between work that could 
jeopardize the health and morals of a child and work that is undertaken as a part of vocational 
training or family duties (ILO 1973), which implies that one should carefully consider what is 
denoted as child labor. Most noteworthy is perhaps the very first article of the convention, which 
says that all ratifying states should work towards the abolition of child labor. 
 
ILO’s convention no. 182 on the Worst Forms of Child Labor from 1999, declares that each state 
should take immediate and effective measures to eliminate the worst forms of child labor as a 
matter of urgency (ILO 1999). Children are defined as all humans under the age of 18, reflecting 
the minimum age set forth for hazardous work in ILO’s convention no. 138. According to the 
ILO, the worst forms of child labor include trafficking, prostitution, use of children in armed 
conflicts, employing children in the drug industry and work that by its “nature or the 
circumstances in which it is carried out, is likely to harm the health, safety or morals of 
children” (ILO 1999). This convention has been ratified by 179 countries (ILO 2014b), making 
it an international standard for the assessment of the worst forms of child labor and a reference 
point in identifying child labor nationally. 
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2.2 The complexity of child labor as a social issue 
National and international institutions, governments, Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs), 
corporations and civil society have increasingly formed an opinion of child labor over the last 
decades. The UN and ILO conventions have put international attention on a very complex issue, 
but they have far from eliminated the problem, making contextual considerations significant. The 
ILO estimated in 2010, that there were 215 million children under the age of 18 working, 
indicating the vastness of the problem, despite the conventions (UNICEF 2013) 
 
In order to approach possible solutions, one very important aspect is to understand the causes of 
child labor better. It is thus “imperative that any ethical evaluation of child employment is 
informed by an understanding of the economic and social context in which it takes places” 
(French and Wokutch 2005: 621). From a socioeconomic perspective, Ravallion and Wodon 
(2000: 160) argue that many families believe that making an income is more important than 
attending school, which makes it hard to enforce any bans on child labor. In some developing 
areas, children have to work to improve family living conditions, so for example they could 
“work on their family’s farming plots out of necessity” (WVA 2012: 2). In accordance with this, 
Grooetart and Ravi (1995) studied economic factors such as household size, potential child 
income and household response to risk. Their basic argument is that child labor is a result of a 
market failure to reduce extreme poverty and that policy intervention is both good and bad, as 
banning child labor might increase the perceived risk of the household (Grooetart and Ravi 1995: 
190). Hence, poverty is a major factor when children are employed instead of attending school 
and it has been demonstrated that an increase in the family income would prevent child labor 
(Edmonds and Turk 2002: 15), which corresponds well with the perception that a child’s income 
is vital in some of the poorest families in the world.  
 
When considering child labor issues, it is hard not to relate them to the poorest continent in the 
World; Africa. Bonnet (1993: 373) argues that there are important socio-economic factors to take 
into account, because the continent has a long history of tribal culture, natural disasters, armed 
conflicts, weak governance, exploitation and hunger, all of which have affected the level of 
poverty greatly. Poor families are easily affected even by small events that can affect their 
livelihood, and thus child labor is needed in order to increase economic security. Furthermore, 
Bonnet (1993: 376) argues that the school system in many African countries has failed, because 
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it was developed by colonists, with no understanding of the local cultures. Many African 
communities are based on a culture of learning from elders, and in poorer regions, where people 
are trying to survive day by day, little attention is put on international standards. According to 
Bonnet (1993: 388), there is too much focus on initiating Western systems of education and too 
little focus on children as workers who deserve better working conditions. This might stem from 
findings indicating that poor quality of education due to shortage of teachers and lack of 
educational infrastructure is preventing many children from going to school (Odonkor 2007: 17). 
 
Another aspect of the debate is concerns whether total elimination of child labor should be the 
primary goal. Myers (2001: 43) for example, argues that “there is no evidence that engaging in 
work is necessarily bad for children – in most societies, it remains an important means of 
teaching and socializing them”, which suggests that there is more to consider, than merely 
eliminating child labor. For instance, if children have a reasonable amount of working hours, 
attend school and only engage in light work, it might not be considered child labor. This is 
especially important if the alternative is to have worse living conditions due to a loss of income. 
As previously mentioned the UN and ILO conventions distinguishes between types of work and 
the age of the children performing work, indicating that the international community has taken 
the nuances of child labor into account. The Harkin Engel protocol, which specifically engages 
companies in the chocolate industry, follows this as it was argued that “the legislation does not 
ban children from selling newspapers, shining shoes, or working on the family farm, but, rather, 
prohibits work in the hazardous jobs of mining and industry under abusive conditions” (Harkin 
1999: 41). Child labor is a controversial issue because it can become the choice between the 
obligation to eliminate child labor or the loss of income to already extremely poor families.  
 
2.3 Child labor in Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana 
Both Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana are West African developing countries that rely heavily on the 
production of cocoa beans for exports. Most cocoa is produced in West Africa and together 
Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire produce more than 50 % of the World’s cocoa (ICCO n.d), making 
cocoa production a very common occupation in these countries. Furthermore many international 
manufactures source their cocoa from Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire, reflecting how important cocoa 
is for the economies of the two countries. Although it is widely acknowledged that child labor is 
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a major issue in both countries, it very difficult to attain satisfactory information regarding the 
extent of the problem. 
 
2.3.1 Côte d’Ivoire  
Struck with political crisis in relation to the 2010 election, Côte d’Ivoire is not considered a 
stable country even though there have been improvements in terms of security under the rule of 
president Alassane Ouattara. After having experienced a stable GDP growth between 2008 and 
2010, Côte d’Ivoire found itself dealing with a negative GDP growth in 2011 and an increase of 
9.8 % in 2012 (World Bank 2014a). The sudden volatility and high increase in GDP can be 
explained by the somewhat increased stability and investments in the public sector as well as the 
help of international partners in the wake of the political crisis. The most reliable source of 
income for the State is exporting manufactured goods and agricultural products, mainly cocoa, 
rubber, palm oil and bananas. In addition, the country has a good potential for growth, as social 
reform and cocoa exports are expected to further increase during 2014, improving the trade 
balance further (World Bank 2014a). 
 
Côte d’Ivoire signed the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1990 (UN 2014) and the 
ILO conventions on minimum age and worst forms of child labor in 2003 (ILO 2014a; ILO 
2014b). However, more than 2.1 million children between the age of 5 and 14 were reported to 
be working in 2012 (US Department of Labor 2012: 191). Furthermore 819,921 children were 
working in cocoa plantations, many of which performed tasks such as harvesting, spraying 
fertilizers, pod breaking, carrying heavy loads and handling dangerous tools and as many as 50.6 
% of these children reported injuries from hazardous work (US Department of Labor 2012: 191), 
clearly indicating violations of the conventions. There is no compulsory education age in Côte 
d’Ivoire, but there is free public education. However, lack of quality and incidences of school 
based violence keep many children out of school (US Department of Labor 2012: 192). A study 
showed that almost half of the children between 6 and 11 years were not attending school 
(GMACL 2013: 4). 
 
In Côte d’Ivoire, the minimum age for work has been set at 14, but the country recognizes the 
international minimum of 18 for hazardous work (ILO 2014a). Among other initiatives, the State 
has signed the Declaration of Joint Action to Support Implementation of the Harking-Engel 
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Protocol and adopting the Trafficking and Worst Forms of Child Labor Law (US Department of 
Labor 2012: 193-194) Despite these efforts, results are lacking as only few inspections 
concerning the implementation of these initiatives are carried out (US Department of Labor 
2012: 193). Côte d’Ivoire faces severe problems in combating child labor, resulting in many 
cases of exploitation and which indicates the need for an even stronger effort in the area. 
 
2.3.2 Ghana 
The political situation in Ghana is different from Côte d’Ivoire, as Ghana has developed a stable 
democracy over the last 20 years. Signs of this are a well-established multi-party system, good 
ratings considering democratic governance, a rising diversity in the media and strong civil 
society activism (World Bank 2014b). Ghana is in the forefront of the African economies, 
having had a positive GDP growth since 2008. Furthermore a 15 % increase in GDP in 2011 and 
a 7.9 % increase in 2012, has increased expectations to the performance of the Ghanaian 
economy (World Bank 2014b). In addition to a large cocoa production, the main industries are 
construction and transport, but Ghana also holds vast natural resources, mainly gold and oil, the 
latter which recently has been commercialized (World Bank 2014b).  
 
Ghana ratified the UN Convention in 1990 (UN 2014), the ILO convention on the worst forms of 
child labor in 2000 (ILO 2014b) and the ILO convention on minimum age in 2011 (ILO 2014a). 
However, there were more than 2.5 million children between 5 and 14 working in Ghana in 
2012, many of whom were engaged in the worst forms, as they used dangerous tools and carried 
heavy loads (US Department of Labor 2012: 278). Around 920,000 children were working in the 
Ghanaian cocoa industry, indicating that child labor is a huge issue in this sector (US 
Department of Labor 2012: 278). The Ghanaian government has set the minimum working age at 
15 and requires 11 years of education which is free (US Department of Labor 2012: 279).  
 
In 2010, the government adopted a National Plan of Action for the Elimination of the Worst 
forms of Child labor, which aims at coordinating existing initiatives that addresses child labor 
(US Department of Labor 2012: 282). Furthermore, focus is put on training more teachers and 
improving access to school materials. Ghana still faces severe problems in combating child labor 
and has thus, among others initiatives, engaged with the cocoa and chocolate industries in order 
to reach its goal of eliminating the worst forms of labor from the cocoa industry by 2020. 
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 
This chapter will elaborate on the methodological approach of this project, which will guide the 
entire project as it is the basis for the underlying ideational thought of the paper. Constructivism 
will be introduced as the philosophy of science, followed by the establishment of the research 
design. A single case study, Toms, will be analyzed though discourse analysis which is the 
research method of this paper. This chapter will clarify the importance of the single case study 
and discourse analysis, and introduce the application of the method. Thus, Toms will be briefly 
introduced as the choice of case and a matrix will be introduced as an analytical tool allowing 
theory to be tested empirically. Furthermore, conceptual clarifications and delimitations will be 
offered, in order to clarify the underpinnings and limits of this paper. Both the conceptual 
clarifications and the delimitations are important reflections on ability of this project to be 
considered constructivist and a way of creating structure within a very complex scientific 
approach. 
3.1 Scientific approach 
Constructivism can be broadly defined as a philosophy of science that acknowledges the world 
as filled with regularities and patterns that are socially constructed (Moses and Knutsen 2007: 
194). Ontologically constructivism resides in a paradigm where patterns of society are socially 
created, and thus humans participate in the construction of their own worlds.  As such, there is 
not one world but many, depending on context and sensory perception (Moses and Knutsen 
2007: 192). The aim of the constructivist approach is to identify patterns of regularity that can 
explain the structures of the world. For constructivists, the battle is not specifically targeted 
towards truth, but rather power, interests and identities of those involved (Moses and Knutsen 
2007: 12).  
 
According to Moses and Knutsen (2007: 174-187) there are four main features of constructivism; 
the role of history, the impact of society, the role of ideas and the role of language, all of which 
contextualize knowledge. History is an important part of constructivism, because the study of 
history allows for the uncovering of patterns of development. These patterns of development 
become paradigms of beliefs and values shared by a community, which represents ways of 
perceiving the world. Society has a central role, because individuals can generate and perceive 
knowledge, but societies maintain knowledge through relations (Moses and Knutsen 2007: 179). 
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The role of ideas is central in constructivism because the construction of ideas and institutions 
reduces uncertainty when they becomes collectively shared (Blyth 2009: 75). Ideas are important 
because the meaning of any particular concept comes from a contextual understanding that allows 
for a certain interpretation. Language is viewed as giving meaning to the social world, because 
language consist of words and structures that give meaning to its context (Moses and Knutsen 2007: 
187). Thus language is a tool for providing order in different world views, power relations, societies 
or ideas. As such “constructivism is an analytical language composed primarily of the social facts 
of the world, those facts that exist only because they are collectively shared ideas” (Blyth 2009: 
63). 
 
When explaining a phenomenon such as CSR it is tempting to rely on existing definitions as fact 
or outcome, instead of the construction of CSR as an ongoing struggle of contextualizing CSR as 
a concept. The wide variety of definitions on CSR indicates that the construction of CSR as a 
social concept has not yet reached a consensus and that they exemplify the dynamic process of 
constructing CSR as a social reality. Scholars such as Buhmann (2012: 94) and Michotte (2008: 
1) talk of CSR as constructed and discuss the importance of using constructivism when 
analyzing the broad notion of business ‘responsibility’, ‘ethics’, ‘sustainability’ or 
‘philanthropy’. Still there is much debate on how to understand CSR, its related concepts and 
whether it should be viewed as a business strategy, a regulatory attempt or a social demand. 
According to Buhmann (2012: 93), these different interpretations should be viewed as a struggle 
between different social interests in their quest for hegemony over the construction of the term 
CSR. The lack of consensus further implies that CSR is a social construct, as the differing 
perspectives can be related to different perceptions of knowledge and action guiding social 
reality. CSR is currently a contested concept that is being constructed through subjective 
perceptions on reality and the struggle of making a pattern that can become an observed 
regularity in the social world.  
 
The study of patterns in social reality becomes the point of departure for analysis. The purpose of 
a constructivist case study is to explain observed patterns, though these observed patterns mainly 
refer to past events. When analyzing the construction of CSR in a company, the aim is to test 
existing theory, as the application of theory will serve as an interpretation of the context in which 
CSR is translated into patterns of action. According to Bryman (2008: 372), meaning is 
 
16 
  
constructed through interaction and interpretation in the representation of a social phenomenon. 
The construction of a concept is thus realized and (re)produced through patterns of action, and 
when agreed upon, it becomes the embedded norms of social behavior.  
 
3.2 Research design: Single case study 
Within the constructivist philosophy of science, case studies have become prominent as a way to 
explore a phenomenon within its context. When doing a case study, the purpose is to reflect on 
the contextual conditions that can answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ something occurs. Miles and 
Huberman (Baxter and Jack 2008: 545) define a case as “a phenomenon of some sort occurring 
in a bounded context”, which basically refers to the object of analysis. Gerring (2007: 19) 
includes limitations of time and space in his definition, which creates some identifiable 
boundaries, as a case must be considered within a certain context.  
 
A singly case study often serves as a typical example for a larger set of cases, which implies that 
the chosen case will become a representation of other cases (Gerring 2007: 91). When testing a 
theory within a constructivist philosophy of science, a case serves as an example of the patterns 
constructed through social action and use of language. It is thus acknowledged that history 
cannot be repeated, but that outcomes can be investigated through a close investigation (Gerring 
2007: 165). In this paper, the choice of a single case study is related to the aim of testing theories 
related to business, human rights and CSR. A single case allows for the investigation, 
interpretation and exploration of theoretical approaches on an empirical case, letting the case be 
a representation of the context in which theory can be applied (Gerring 2007: 93).   
 
When analyzing a single case as a typical representation of other cases it must be taken into 
consideration that the validity of only one case can be questioned. The aim of incorporating a 
case is to exemplify a general trend through analysis of a particular representation of that trend 
(Gerring 2007: 43; Bryman 2008: 56). Although one might question the external validity of a 
single case, the internal validity of a single case study is high because it allows for in depth 
analysis across a variety of perspectives. The purpose of centering the analysis on a case study is 
to engage in a discussion of the theoretical approaches in business and human rights, based on 
empirical findings on how to translate CSR into action. The case is of interest in its own right, as 
it represents an empirical perspective on how to incorporate human rights into corporate 
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practices. Furthermore the case is an example of a social reality in which CSR is constructed 
through action and thus becomes part of the pattern that is shaping the way CSR and human 
rights responsibilities should be understood.  
 
3.2.1 Choice of case 
Toms Group (Toms) is a Danish chocolate and confectionary manufacture, founded in 1924 by 
H. Trojel and V. Meyer. Currently it is the largest chocolate manufacture in Denmark, with 
operations in Denmark, Sweden, Germany and Poland, a production of approximately 35.000 
tons of chocolate a year, and around 1.200 employees (Toms 2014). Toms imports most of its 
cocoa beans from three districts in Ghana and from Côte d’Ivoire, countries that are 
economically dependent on cocoa production and export to companies like Toms. Toms is a 
member of the International Cocoa Initiative (ICI), a charitable foundation that involves Non-
Governmental Organizations, labor associations and the major chocolate brands. Its main goal is 
the eradication of the worst forms of child labor and forced labor in the cocoa farming and 
chocolate production through responsible labor standards (ICI 2014). Furthermore, it is a 
member of the World Cocoa Foundation (WCF), a non-profit organization that works to promote 
social, economic and environmental development in the cocoa communities. 
 
Toms has actively engaged in CSR related activities since 2006 when the company committed to 
the UN Global Compact, and has since initiated a number of activities ranging from education to 
traceability (Toms 2009a: 2). Toms is applicable as a case because it faces issues of child labor 
and thus provides an example of how companies respond to this difficult issue in context of their 
actual policies and practices. Furthermore, Toms operates in an industry that has been highly 
criticized for its violations of human rights, and with its engagement in CSR activities, Toms 
tries to address these human rights issues, which makes the company important for this study and 
possibly other studies on business and human rights.  
 
3.3 Research method: Discourse Analysis 
In order to analyze Toms in a constructivist approach, discourse analysis will be applied. A 
discourse is “a series of lasting representations” (Moses and Knutsen 2007: 213), which means 
that a discourse is the repeated presentation or understanding of the world. Discourse analysis is 
thus the analysis of continuous representations of meaning, such as the construction of CSR. 
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This approach assumes that power relations are important because some claims are more likely 
to prevail than others, which limits the number of dominant discourses in any given society 
(Moses and Knutsen 2007: 212). Discourse analysis resides well within the constructivist 
philosophy of science and the single case study because it assumes that societies are socially 
constructed through representations that are presented to individuals as facts. Bryman (2008: 
499) contributes to the understanding of discourse by explaining that a discourse is a common 
understanding of a concept through a justification for power. Torfing (1999: 84) defines 
discourse in terms of the work of Laclau and Mouffe (1985, 1993) as “… the structuration of a 
certain meaningful field which pre-exists any factual immediacy” and emphasizes that 
combining aspects of language and pragmatic actions, movements and objects creates a 
discourse. 
 
Some of the most prominent scholars in the field of discourse analysis are Foucault (Moses and 
Knutsen 2007: 211) and Laclau and Mouffe (Torfing 1999). Foucault argued for the power of 
ideas and the way talking of ideas can affect the structures of society (Moses and Knutsen 2007: 
212). The struggle for power can be understood in terms of an abstract quest of making certain 
ideas embedded in common understandings of social order. For Laclau and Mouffe power is an 
important element of discourse analysis as they relate ideology closely with discourse and the 
hegemony of one ideology over another as the construction of discourse (Townshend 2004: 270). 
In other words, discourse is the outcome of a hegemonic struggle of ideas, which creates a stable 
societal identity. Furthermore the boundary of a discourse is of importance when identifying a 
‘centre’ that can unify a chain of patterns in social reality. For Laclau and Mouffe (Torfing 1999: 
101), the struggle for hegemony is not solely focused on the power relations between states, but 
also the power struggles within leadership positions, authority or influence. 
 
As well as focusing on power relations, discourse analysis focuses on language as the medium 
for interaction. When analyzing discourses, language and articulation can both be the object of 
study, but also be the representation of a certain understanding of social practice (Alvesson and 
Karreman 2000). Language is, according to Laclau and Mouffe, a signifier of meaning, which 
indicates that it is through language that the meaning of a social construction can be found. The 
power struggle inherent in discourse analysis thus takes place around the ability to attach certain 
meaning to a ‘floating signifier’, which is a term that can assume different meanings until it 
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becomes part of the language used in social interaction (Townshend 2004: 271). In order to 
analyze whether a certain meaning exists, a variety of data will be applied to find any patterns 
that can constitute a development in the struggle of determining how business and human rights 
responsibilities should be understood. The gathered data includes annual reports, public 
statements, newspaper articles, CSR reports, Communication on Progress reports and website 
information, all of which will provide different aspects of how to interpret the case. Furthermore 
an e-mail correspondence with human rights expert Sanne Borges from Amnesty International 
will be used as a primary source, showing an opinion of the difficulties inherent in the CSR 
debate. This type of data can be considered primary data for a qualitative study, as it is analyzed 
as a point of view from the object of study. In the same way that a quantitative study relies on 
annual reports or other published economic information, a qualitative study can rely on 
published narratives as primary data. Furthermore the data is a representation of the construction 
of a discourse, so thus by analyzing the development over time it will be possible to assert if any 
pattern is consistent throughout the analysis. 
 
In order to apply discourse analysis, identification and reading of texts is important in order to 
understand Toms’ construction of a business and human rights discourse. For the purposes of 
this paper, a textual reading will be applied, in order to bring out the (re)presentation of CSR as a 
social construct by Toms. According to Buhmann (2012: 93), a discursive battle takes place in 
deciding how business and human rights should be approached as a single construct, which will 
be evident in the choice of theories. Textual reading will enable a connection between the 
construction of a business and human rights discourse and Toms’ place within this. Conley and 
Williams (2005) have conducted an extensive discursive study on the construction of CSR and 
they have identified significant expressions in the construction of CSR. Conley and Williams 
(2005: 23) also argue that corporate reports reflect considered choices on how to discuss and 
address CSR, which make reports important signifiers of corporate construction of CSR and a 
accepted primary source for discursive studies.  
 
3.4 Matrix development 
In order to visualize how discourse analysis will be approached, this project will develop a 
matrix based on two strands of the CSR discourse, namely Shared Value theory and the UN 
Framework on Business and Human Rights and its Guiding Principles. In the application of this 
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matrix, Toms’ approach to child labor will form the basis of clarifying how Toms approach and 
construct CSR. The matrix will serve as an analytical tool in order to interpret theory in relation 
to empirical data on Toms’ approach to child labor. Through this matrix, the relation between the 
theories becomes tangible and discursive relations are thus visualized and combined.  
 
The first step in developing the matrix is thorough reading of the theories of Shared Value, the 
UN Framework on Business and Human Rights and the Guiding Principles. Through 
interpretation of the theories, categories for analysis will be developed. In applying the matrix to 
the empirical material, discourse analysis will provide the basis for ‘plotting’ Toms’ construction 
of CSR as a process. Discourse analysis is important for the application of theory to the 
empirical data, as it will provide the basis for testing the possibility of combining the theories 
into a single approach to business and human rights. The textual readings that are part of 
discourse analysis will also aid in making the empirical focus on Toms’ approach to child labor 
more explicit, as it can be plotted in relation to the theoretical categories. The matrix below will 
be applied and content will be added as the project progresses.  
 
 
3.5 Conceptual clarifications 
Shared value is a commonly used concept in this project. It is coined as a theory by Porter and 
Kramer and is instrumental for the development of the matrix in this project. Hence, this project 
adheres to their definition of the concept; shared value is concerned with corporations that create 
“economic value in a way that also creates value for society by addressing its needs and 
challenges” (Porter and Kramer 2011: 4). 
 
The UN Framework is the conceptual Framework on Business and Human Rights, developed by 
John Ruggie in 2008 in UN capacity through his mandate as Special Representative to the 
Secretary-General (SRSG). The Framework is based on three main pillars: the state duty to 
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protect, the corporate responsibility to respect, and the access to remedies. Whenever a ‘UN 
Framework’ is mentioned, it is referring to this seminal work adopted by the UN. In relation to 
this, when referring to the ‘Guiding Principles’ it is implied that these are the UN Guiding 
Principles on Business and Human Rights, developed in 2011 to provide practical directions for 
the UN Framework implementation. It is important to note, that throughout the project the 
conceptions firm, company, business, and corporation are used interchangeably. 
 
Throughout the paper CSR is understood as a social construct, based on both official definitions 
and theories on CSR. This project will adhere to The European Commission, which clarifies the 
CSR as “the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society” (European Commission 
2011: 6).  
 
3.6 Delimitations 
In order to create some boundaries to the case, Toms will only be analyzed in a period from 2008 
to 2013. Even though information about Toms is available before 2008, it is natural to start the 
analysis this year, as it was the year that the UN Framework was endorsed by the UN. 
Furthermore this project will focus only on Toms’ activities in Ghana and Cote D’Ivoire. It is 
acknowledged that cocoa production takes place in many other countries and that Toms sources 
from other countries than these. However, taking into account more countries is beyond the 
scope of this project.  
 
The UN Framework on Business and Human Rights consists of three conceptual pillars, but only 
one will be applied in this project. The pillars are complementary, but in order to create 
coherency and limit this paper, only the pillar on corporate responsibility will be extensively 
applied. This means that the pillars of state duty and access to remedy will be knowingly 
overlooked, as the main focus of this paper is on business approaches to CSR.  
 
It is acknowledged that a single case study might leave questions of validity, as the matrix will 
be applied only once. However, due to the nature of this project, a single case study has allowed 
for a more in depth analysis and discussion than multiple cases would have. Furthermore, 
focusing only on human rights leaves out other aspects of CSR such as environmental concerns 
or anti-corruption. Thus, in analyzing a business and human rights discourse, it is recognized that 
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only one aspect of CSR is taken into account. However, focusing on more aspects would confuse 
the purpose of this project and is thus disregarded in order to create a coherent argument. 
 
Due to the constructivist nature of this project as well as the focus on discourse analysis it would 
have been relevant to do interviews, in order to get and interpret primary sources. However it has 
not been possible to get an interview. Contact to Toms, IBIS, Danida, The Danish Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, Miki Mistrati (author of Shady Chocolate) and the Danish Embassy in Ghana 
has been attempted, but with no results. Among the reasons for rejecting the requests for an 
interview were maternity leave, travelling, being the only CSR employee and lack of judicial 
access to documents. However, it can be argued that the data applied in this paper is primary 
data, as all empirical data are communicated from Toms and thus represent the point of view of 
the company. 
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CHAPTER 4 - THEORY 
This chapter will present two major theories of CSR, which resides in different academic 
disciplines. First the theory on Shared Value by Michael Porter and Mark Kramer will be 
introduced, focusing primarily on elements of creating Shared Value and the meaning of the 
concept. Secondly, the UN Framework on Business and Human Rights and its Guiding 
Principles (GPs) will be focused on the horizontality doctrine and the suggested application of 
the GPs. These theories are carefully chosen, because of each theory’s ability to explain complex 
issues within the CSR debate. Furthermore, the theories will be the foundation of the matrix that 
will be developed in the subsequent chapter. This chapter therefore provides the theoretical 
knowledge to partly answer the first working question: what is the relation between the 
discourses on Shared Value and the UN Framework? This question will be fully answered in the 
analysis and reflected upon in the discussion. 
 
4.1 Corporate Social Responsibility and Shared Value theory 
Since the field of CSR is broad and has many branches, it is necessary to choose a stance that 
can contribute its understanding in terms of Shared Value theory. The business concept CSR was 
coined in the 1950s and gained momentum in the 1960s (Carroll and Shabana 2010: 86-87). It is 
based on the idea that there is a deep connection between business and society (Porter and 
Kramer 2006), and that company behavior has both positive and negative social effects. The 
CSR debate often emphasizes companies’ responsibilities in terms of implementing activities 
with positive social impacts, while trying to avoid or reduce the negative ones. From a general 
point of view, “responsibility is linked to the power and capacity of the corporation to respond 
to its own actions” (Rendtorff 2009: 139). The European Commission (2011: 6) officially 
defines CSR as “the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society”, which can be 
used as a basis for the understanding of the concept. In addition, the Commission (2011: 6) 
encourages enterprises to “have in place a process to integrate social, environmental, ethical 
human rights and consumer concerns into the business operations and core strategy […] with 
the aim of maximizing the creation of shared value for their owners/shareholders and for their 
other stakeholders and society at large…”  
 
Taking part in the CSR debate, Michael Porter and Mark Kramer have developed a theory that is 
close, but yet different from the common notion of CSR. Harvard Business School professor 
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Michael E. Porter is considered one the most prominent scholars in the field of business strategy 
and he has been recognized as “the world’s most influential thinker on management and 
competitiveness” (HBS n.d). Mark R. Kramer is the author of many prominent publications and 
he is renowned for his lectures on “catalytic philanthropy, collective impact, creating shared 
value for corporations, new approaches to evaluation, impact investing, and social 
entrepreneurship” (FSG n.d). According to Porter and Kramer (2006: 2011) the introduction of 
Shared Value in the business sector can reinvent capitalism, change the relation between 
business and society, reshape thinking around business strategies and spawn the way for 
innovation and growth globally.  
 
Porter and Kramer have published two articles on CSR and strategic management that have been 
widely discussed. Their article from 2006 “Strategy & Society - The link between competitive 
advantage and Corporate Social Responsibility” explains how CSR can be turned into a 
strategic win-win approach that benefits society, corporate competitiveness and sustainability. 
This article has been developed in their later work “Creating Shared Value - How to reinvent 
capitalism – and unleash a wave of innovation and growth” (2011), which refines their work 
into the term (Creating) Shared Value. The term Shared Value is now used in official definitions 
and CSR strategies, such as the one posed by the European Commission presented above (Crane 
et al. 2014: 3). Porter and Kramer’s approach to strategic CSR can be seen as a way of reaching 
Shared Value, which could be understood as more of a manifest than a theory, but in essence 
these go hand in hand in an overall theory of Shared Value. 
 
The Shared Value theory has been criticized by Aakhus and Bzdak (2012) for taking for granted 
the notion that “what is good for business is good for society”. The authors claim that this view 
is too narrow, and that it does not address frictions between business operations and society, 
frictions that they stress are important for corporations to consider (Aakhus and Bzdak 2012: 
233). The work of Porter and Kramer has furthermore been criticized for not being a novel way 
of approaching CSR and strategy, as it is merely readdressing similar perceptions that have 
emerged the last two decades and does not transform the downsides of capitalism (Crane et al. 
2014:2). The theory of Shared Value is very similar to the rhetoric behind Stuart Hart’s (2005) 
“Capitalism at the Crossroads”, C. K. Prahalad and Allen Hammond’s work on poverty, 
Elkington’s (1997) concept of the triple bottom line and “the blended value proposition” as 
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proposed by Jed Emerson, which focuses on ways of integrating society and business in strategic 
ways (Aakhus and Bzdak 2012: 237, Crane et al. 2014: 7-10). With this is mind, it is recognized 
that there are deficiencies as well as clarifying aspects in Shared Value theory. 
 
4.2 Strategic CSR 
In general “corporate social responsibility is in the interest of business because, by contributing 
to social change, it can create a better environment for its own transactions, thereby developing 
business while being socially responsible” (Rendtorff 2009: 140). Furthermore CSR has been 
based mainly on four arguments (Porter and Kramer 2006: 3-5). First it considers moral 
obligations, which is the corporate duty to respect moral values by doing ‘the right thing’. This 
view is prevalent in NGOs who wants businesses to honor ethical values. This relates to 
Rendtorffs (2009: 63) argument that “Business and ethical values are mutually dependent”, 
because it suggests that moral considerations should be inherent in any business. Second, 
sustainability is included, because it implies that a company should ensure long-term economic 
performance and this follows Brundtland’s (in Porter and Kramer 2006: 3) notion of “meeting 
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs”. Third, license to operate permits companies to gain legitimacy through identification of 
social issues that are important to stakeholders and lastly, reputation which implies that honest 
and ethical behavior is central in order to build and maintain a good reputation (Porter & Kramer 
2006: 4). According to the authors, these arguments are interdependent, while often depicted as 
separate with tensions in between. It is difficult to determine social impact in a way that makes 
sense to the majority of stakeholders and it is perhaps even more difficult to put a value on these 
impacts. Porter and Kramer argue that all four arguments lack a strategic perspective, making it 
difficult to “identify, prioritize and address the social issues that matter most” (Porter and 
Kramer 2006: 5). At the internal level, CSR efforts are often separated from operating units, and 
externally a company’s impact becomes hard to determine because efforts are unrelated. 
According to Porter and Kramer (2006: 5), this leads to a fragmentation because companies fail 
to strategically benefit from societal opportunities. In order to advance the CSR discourse Porter 
and Kramer (2006) suggest anchoring CSR in long term business strategy that allows both 
corporations and public institutions to become mutually reinforcing in promoting CSR.  
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4.2.1 Identifying corporate linkages 
When initiating any CSR activity, it is important to consider both the internal and external 
factors that can influence the business, and this has been termed ‘linkages’ by Porter and Kramer 
(2006: 5). These linkages illustrate the interdependence of business and society through a 
strategic point of view. Inside-out linkages are the intersections between a business and society 
in the everyday operations of a corporation. Porter and Kramer (2006: 5) recognize that most 
activities have some form of impact on society, but argue that identification of these are 
important, as some impacts might be very difficult to make out. The value chain should be seen 
in its fullest, involving all stakeholders and considering both positive as well as negative effects 
of corporate activity on all levels. In addition to an initial identification of inside-out linkages,   
Porter and Kramer (2006: 5) suggest a need to continuously evaluate these as they depend on 
context and change over time as technology evolve and communities develop. 
 
Outside-in linkages are external factors that can affect a corporation and they are often depicted 
as social conditions, because companies must recognize that they operate in social systems. 
Important when identifying outside-in linkages is the corporation’s competitive context that 
deems its ability to implement strategies particularly in a long-term perspective. Porter and 
Kramer (2006: 6) point out four main areas of competitive context that can create opportunities 
for CSR; quantity and quality of available business inputs (Human resources, infrastructure etc.), 
rules and incentives that govern competition (policies against corruption etc.), size and 
sophistication of local demand (standards for product quality, consumer rights etc.) and local 
availability of supporting industries.  
 
4.2.2 Choosing which social issues to address  
After having identified corporate linkages, enterprises should choose which social issues they 
can most efficiently address. This is important in order to create a coherent effort that relates to 
the specific business, because a company should consider whether it is the ‘best’ to take on a 
social initiative (Porter and Kramer 2006: 6). This implies that a company should use its 
resources and knowledge in areas where it is in a position to use these in an optimal way. 
According to Porter and Kramer (2006: 6) there are three categories of social issues affecting a 
company. The first type is ‘generic social issues’, which are philanthropic in nature and can seem 
more important to society than to businesses, because they are unlikely to result in a long term 
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competitive advantage. Secondly ‘value chain social impacts’, refers to issues related to social 
impacts generated by general business operations and third, ‘social dimensions of competitive 
context’ covers the external implications of a corporation’s competitiveness. In order to reach the 
highest impact, the corporation should categorize the social issues related to each of its business 
units and each operational location. It is important to focus on where the CSR effort has most 
strategic potential, so a company should choose issues that are related to the core of the business, 
rather than making decisions based only on what is more worthy (Porter & Kramer 2006: 5). The 
authors (Porter and Kramer 2006: 6) emphasize that issues differ widely across industries and 
locations, and that is can be very hard to transfer any issues across companies. Thus, even issues 
affecting multiple companies or industries can be perceived differently, because each company 
might have a specific competitive context or focus on specific elements of opportunity.  
 
4.2.3 Creation of a corporate social agenda  
Identifying corporate linkages and categorizing social issues are important in order to create a 
corporate agenda that aims at creating both social and economic benefits. In order to create two-
fold value that can benefit society and competitiveness, each corporation’s social agenda should 
address community and stakeholder needs, as well as enhance its economic performance. This 
dual relationship can better be explained as ‘responsive’ and ‘strategic’ CSR.  
 
Responsive CSR refers to ‘being good citizens’, for example by helping local organizations in 
their work and enhancing employee satisfaction (Porter and Kramer 2006: 7). Engaging in 
responsive CSR is a way to create goodwill from society and improve stakeholder relations. It is 
also about minimizing the negative effects that an enterprise has on society. These effects should 
be identified throughout the value-chain in order for a company to anticipate norms, best 
practice, regulations and regimes such as the UN framework and the GPs. However, it might be a 
very large task to anticipate every actual and potential adverse impact, so a company often needs 
an internal process that can map specific social issues according to their place in the value chain 
and the necessity to address them.  Porter and Kramer stress that this approach to CSR is likely 
to give a temporary competitive advantage, but it is far from reaching the full potential of 
incorporating CSR in the core business (Porter and Kramer 2006: 7-9).  
 
To reach a higher impact, enterprises ought to focus on strategic CSR, where shared value 
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opportunities arise. Strategic CSR goes beyond best practice and legal obligations involving both 
inside-out and outside-in linkages, making CSR part of daily operations and difficult to 
distinguish from any other function. Strategic CSR puts the enterprise in a ‘unique’ position that 
differentiates it from its competitors and creates innovative value propositions for specific 
customer segments. The solution offered by Porter and Kramer (2006: 10-11) is to invest in 
social issues that can strengthen the competitive context and enhance possibilities of benefitting 
from social activities. Hence a company should strive for a position where “the success of the 
company and the success of the community become mutually reinforcing” (Porter and Kramer 
2006: 10).   
 
Strategic CSR also requires organizational changes that incorporate an understanding of both 
outside-in and inside-out linkages in all level of management. Furthermore, reporting on CSR 
and social impacts need to become part of traditional performance measures. In this sense, Porter 
and Kramer (2006: 12-13) distance their understanding of CSR from the position of 
implementing CSR for branding, reputational purposes and damage control. They even argue 
that companies need to look at social impacts before looking at stakeholder satisfaction (Porter 
and Kramer 2006: 13) Instead, they aim at Shared Value that is corporate social integration in a 
self-sustaining way, independent of subsidies from other parties. For Porter and Kramer (2006: 
13) strategic CSR, is like other strategic decisions, about making choices that represent 
opportunities to foster change and these will show whether a company has a successful CSR 
approach.  
 
4.3 Creating Shared Value 
Shared Value is an important concept in terms of strategic management and integration of 
society and business because it entails a thorough deliberation on all the above mentioned 
considerations of strategic CSR. Porter and Kramer (2006; 2011) problematize the way in which 
society and the business world view values and performance outcomes, because they argue that 
consumer needs are ignored and that short-term profit maximization is substituting long-term 
sustainability. By addressing societal needs and challenges, corporations could optimize their 
activities, find new opportunities and subsequently have better markets to operate in. Hence, 
incorporating the betterment of society in business activities and letting corporations deal with 
some of the challenges in society, could lead to a win-win situation. According to Porter and 
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Kramer (2011: 4), the implementation of the Shared Value approach demands collaborative 
efforts, as managers and leaders should expand their skills and knowledge to include in-depth 
understanding of the needs in society. From governments and other societal institutions, it 
requires efforts in allowing and facilitating this paradigm shift through policy and legislation  
 
In essence, the concept of Shared Value can be defined as “policies and operating practices that 
enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously advancing the economic and 
social conditions in the communities in which it operates” (Porter and Kramer 2011: 4). In the 
article “Creating Shared Value. How to reinvent capitalism – and unleash a wave of innovation 
and growth” Porter and Kramer bring up more specific keys to the implementation of strategic 
CSR in order to create Shared Value. These approaches can be described as ways of investing, 
including and embed social issues in the business model. According to Porter and Kramer this 
can be done in three ways, reconceiving products and markets, redefining productivity in the 
value chain and enabling local cluster development (Porter and Kramer 2011: 4). It is evident 
that not all needs are met in the global economy. While many corporations have been focused on 
minimizing costs of consumer goods, Porter and Kramer (2011:7) emphasize certain needs, 
hence opportunities that already exist in the market e.g. “health, better housing, improved 
nutrition, help for the aging, greater financial security, less environmental damage” (Porter and 
Kramer 2011: 7).  
 
A starting point for ‘reconceiving products and markets’ is to identify and connect society’s 
needs, benefits and harms to the company’s products. This approach works in both the 
developing and developed world, and demands innovation and to keep track of the ever-
changing environment as well as identifying potential when it arises. An example of such 
opportunities is the Base of the Pyramid (BoP), a concept developed by C. K. Prahalad that 
visualizes opportunities in developing and emerging economies. In the BoP approach, the needs 
of people at the bottom, meaning the needs of the poorest people in the world, are seen as 
potential business opportunities. ‘Redefining productivity in the value chain’ is another element 
in the creation of Shared Value, based on the notion that societal problems are not only costly for 
governments and individuals, but also for the corporate value chain (Porter and Kramer 2011: 8). 
These societal harms, often created by corporations, are called externalities and are generally 
creating internal costs for companies. Examples are “wasted energy or raw materials, costly 
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accidents, and the need for remedial training to compensate for inadequacies in education” 
(Porter and Kramer 2011: 8). When these problems are addressed by corporations through 
innovation, technology or new approaches to management short term costs may increase, but in 
the long-term perspective, it may result in improved recruitment processes, increased skills and 
productivity as well as opening up for new markets (Porter and Kramer 2011: 8-9). According to 
Porter and Kramer, the areas with most potential in terms of Shared Value creation are energy 
and logistic, use of resources, procurement, distribution, employee productivity and location 
(Porter and Kramer 2011: 9). Examples of this approach to Shared Value are investing in 
educational services and involving corporate employees in e.g. community college, sharing of 
technology to tackle environmental problems such as pollution and waste management, and 
investing in development and technologies in the lower segments of a supply chain (Porter & 
Kramer 2011: 5). 
 
The last of Porter and Kramer’s components in the creation of Shared Value is ‘enabling local 
cluster development’. Supporting industries and cluster creation around business operations are 
important for efficiency. These can span over many activities and extend the business’ 
involvement in for example “academic programs, trade associations, and standards 
organizations, […] clean water, fair-competition laws, quality standards and market 
transparency” (Porter and Kramer 2011: 12). Cluster development can contribute to the business 
in terms of competitiveness and sustainability. The entrenchment in the local environment, as 
well as investing in development of relevant initiatives which supports the business is not 
regarded as philanthropy, it is rather seen as filling voids that are relevant to production, and it 
demands a comprehensive understanding of the local environment, especially considering 
multinational corporations (Porter and Kramer 2011: 12). 
 
4.4 The UN “Protect, Respect, Remedy” Framework 
The “Protect, Respect, Remedy” Framework (hereafter called the UN Framework) was 
developed by Professor John Ruggie, who worked as special representative of the secretary-
general on the issue of human rights and transnational corporations and other business 
enterprises. The UN Framework is sometimes known as the ‘Ruggie framework’ because of his 
essential role in its development. The initial work on the Framework began in 2005 after the UN 
Commission on Human rights rejected the “UN norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational 
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Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to Human Rights” (BHRCC 2014). 
The norms were rejected because they had “no legal standing” (OHCHR 2004) and have not 
since been considered by the UN. In detail, the SRSG was appointed to explore controversial 
issues that had emerged in the development of the draft norms. The UN Framework was 
developed through the inclusion of multiple stakeholders, including private corporations, civil 
societies, governments and victims of corporate human rights abuse. The inclusion of multiple 
stakeholders was an important element in the development of the UN Framework, as it became 
less state-centric. Among other tasks, the SRSG was supposed to identify and clarify standards 
of Corporate Responsibility for Human Rights, elaborate on the role of the states and clarify 
concepts such as “complicity” and “sphere of influence” (Ruggie 2009: 1). 
 
The UN Framework was presented and endorsed by the UN Human Rights Council in 2008. It 
rests on three differentiated but complementary pillars; the state duty to protect against human 
rights abuses by third parties, the corporate responsibility to respect human rights and the need 
for more effective access to remedies (Ruggie 2008: 5). Ruggie (2008:1) argues that markets 
should be embedded in rules, customs and institutions in order to function optimally, which is 
why the ‘three pillar’ structure includes states, businesses and civil society. He further argues 
that “the business and human rights debate lacks an authoritative focal point” (Ruggie 2008: 4), 
which indicates a struggle to create a stable construction of a business and human rights 
discourse. 
 
4.4.1 The three pillars of the UN Framework 
The pillars of the UN framework are meant to form a “complementary whole” (Ruggie 2008: 5), 
where each pillar is dependent on the other two, in order to create sustainable progress. Each 
pillar will be elaborated on separately, first the state duty to protect, then the corporate 
responsibility to respect and lastly the access to remediation.  
 
States have a particular duty, under the current international human rights laws, to protect all in 
their territory against human right abuses. This duty means that the state must firstly “refrain 
from violating the enumerated rights of persons within their jurisdiction” (Ruggie 2013: 84). 
Secondly, it must “ensure the enjoyment or realization of those rights by right-holders” (Ruggie 
2013: 84), which means that each state has to provide adequate public policies and rules to 
 
32 
  
prevent human rights violations, whenever necessary punish who violates them, and ensure 
effective access to remedies for those who have been violated. In the UN Framework (2008: 14) 
it is stated that states have a bedrock role in the human rights regime, which makes states 
important actors in many areas, such as policy coherence, creating market pressures and 
balancing investors interests and host state’s needs.  
 
Apart from the state duty to ‘protect’, corporations have a ‘responsibility’ to respect human 
rights. Every company must “comply with all applicable laws to obtain and sustain their legal 
license to operate. For multinationals this includes the laws of both host and home States” 
(Ruggie 2013: 90). This does not mean that corporations are requested only to respect official 
laws and regulations they also have to respect existing social norms. Thus, the use “of the term 
responsibility was intended to signal that it differs from legal duties. Social norms exist over and 
above compliance with laws and regulations” (Ruggie 2013: 91). To fulfill their responsibility 
business organizations should prevent, reduce and whenever necessary, provide remediation to 
victims. In other words, the corporate responsibility to respect human rights means “not to 
violate them, to not facilitate or otherwise being involved in their violation and it entails a 
correlative responsibility to address harms that do arise” (Ruggie 2013: 95). It is important to 
clarify that Ruggie (2013: 96) partly based his work on the International Bill of Human Rights 
and the ILO Declaration on Fundamental principles and Right at Work, as well as particular 
rights that might be relevant in the territory where companies operate (Ruggie 2013: 96). In the 
UN Framework rights such as the right to equal pay for equal work, abolition of child labor and 
the right to education is mentioned because of their close relation to businesses (Ruggie 2008: 
15).  
 
Even when companies implement human rights instruments, violations of human rights may still 
occur. In these cases, states “are required to take steps to investigate, punish, and redress 
corporate-related abuse of the rights of individuals within their territory and/or jurisdiction- in 
short, to provide access to remedy” (Ruggie 2013: 102). States must ensure that the court system 
or other non-judicial processes are able to address human rights violations by business 
enterprises, and that the victims can access suitable remedies through the reduction of legal and 
practical barriers. However, access to remedy does not apply only to states, because corporations 
should establish or actively participate in the “grievance mechanism” (Ruggie 2013: 104). Thus, 
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states and corporations have to provide actual and effective remedies for victims of business 
related human rights violations. According to Ruggie (2008: 22), social expectations of access to 
remediation is expanding which puts pressures on states to incorporate approaches to effectively 
address corporate-led human rights abuses. 
 
4.4.2 The horizontality doctrine 
The ‘three pillars’ of the UN Framework represents the ongoing theoretical debate on the legal 
obligations of corporations. The ‘pillar’ structure makes it clear that states have different legal 
obligations in their duty to ‘protect’, than corporations do in their responsibility to ‘respect’ 
human rights. Conventionally only states are legally bound by international human rights law, 
but this has recently been challenged, because of the growing economic and social power of 
multinational corporations (Zanitelli 2011: 36). Thus, so far states have been obligated by 
international law to respect and implement human rights, but there have been few duties on 
private actors.  
 
The discussion on whether to impose human rights law on corporations is called the horizontal 
effect. Knox (2007: 1) defines the horizontal effect as “private actors hav[ing] duties as well as 
rights, and the duties would be owed to society as a whole or to individuals within it”. Knox 
(2007: 3) elaborates on the horizontality doctrine by suggesting a conceptual pyramid, with the 
lowest level representing the least degree of involvement by international law. At the lowest 
level is the general duty of states to restrict private actions that violate human rights, the second 
level concern the specific human rights duties that states should impose on private actors, the 
third level refers to the laws that place duties on private actors and on the final topmost level is 
the enforcement of private duties at the international level (Knox 2007: 28-29). According to 
Knox this pyramid is an expression of the existing human rights regime, where most duties are 
put on states, not private actors. He explains that historically, governments are perceived as more 
capable of violating human rights than private actors and that governments are subjects of 
international law in a way that private actors are not (Knox 2007: 30). 
 
Ratner (2001: 493) argue that there are certain human rights duties that only the state can and 
should ensure, such as the individual’s right to be informed of the reasons for arrest or the right 
to defend oneself in a criminal trial. The state has a primary role in securing some rights, as for 
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example access to a fair trial, which implies that extending the state’s obligations to corporations 
would be ignoring the fundamental differences in the nature and function of the two types of 
institutions (Ratner 2001: 493). Knox compliments this by stating that “simply imposing on 
corporations the duties that is already imposed on states might undermine both corporate 
entrepreneurship and government responsibility and generate “endless strategic gaming” 
between corporations and governments over which is more responsible for fulfilling human 
rights in a particular situation” (Knox 2007: 64). The argument indicates the difficulties of 
directly transferring duties, and also raises the question of whether corporations should be seen 
as a distinct private actor from other private actors in human rights.  
 
International human rights law currently leaves a lot of room for interpretation by states, which 
leads to a distinction between direct and indirect horizontal effects. Phillipson (1999: 826) argues 
that the direct horizontal effect is the duties put directly on private actors, whereas the indirect 
horizontal effect comes from the influence of interpretation in court decisions. Knox (in Mares 
2012: 56), adds to this by explaining that “international law contemplates more private duties 
than it specifies, and it specifies many more duties than it directly places and enforces”. There 
is, according to Knox (in Mares 2012: 58) also a very strong presumption that domestic law will 
mediate the duties on private actors, leaving the state as the primary actor in the human rights 
debate. This focus on domestic enforcement also means that issues of home/host state and extra-
territorial violations become difficult to solve, as there are many different domestic laws and no 
universal acceptance of human rights obligations of corporations. In existing law, it is clear that 
obligations apply directly to states, not to private actors (Knox in Mares 2012 59). It would 
therefore be extremely difficult to horizontally include corporations in existing human rights law. 
Ratner (2001: 491) argues that there are few cases of private accountability in international law, 
as they focus on extremes such as genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and torture.  
 
Knox (in Mares 2012: 70) further elaborates on the difficulty of applying a horizontal doctrine, 
because the Rome Statute on international criminal activities does not explicitly refer to 
corporations, which leaves a lot of room for interpretation. It is in this regard that Ruggie’s 
notions of ‘complicity’ and ‘sphere of influence’ becomes important because the knowledge of 
violations on behalf of corporations can be widely interpreted. Despite the lack of direct private 
duties in the horizontality doctrine, Knox (2007: 54) argues that “human rights law already 
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strikes a balance between human rights, on the one hand, and societal interests giving rise to 
human duties on the other”, which indicates a preference for leaving states with the ability to 
indirectly influence corporations. He (Knox 2007: 42) also argues that the process of specifying 
the human rights regime has had real advantages that might make it easier for states to negotiate 
and agree on international human rights law in the long term.    
 
Ruggie’s solution was the ‘pillar structure’, as he (2008: 4), specifically argues that the ‘pillars’ 
of the UN Framework are differentiated but complementary, which suggest an adaption of the 
horizontality doctrine in the discourse of business and human rights responsibilities. He (Ruggie 
2008: 13) further proposes that greater policy coherence at the international level would help 
states achieve more consistency on the subject of state obligations to regulate business activities, 
which again indicates the inherent struggle of the horizontality doctrine. The UN Framework is 
thus a result of intense work within the horizontality doctrine, situating it within the legal versus 
voluntary discourse of CSR. The UN Framework distinguishes between the ‘duties’ of the state 
and the ‘responsibilities’ of the corporation, and thus takes a less radical approach to the 
horizontality debate. Knox (2007: 33) refers to ‘respect’ as requiring mainly to avoid violating 
human rights, leaving ensuring these rights to the state. Ruggie (2008: 3) argues that the current 
problems in the business and human rights debate lies in governance gaps due to globalization, 
but at the same time emphasizes that “if those responsibilities are entangled with State 
obligations, it makes it difficult if not impossible to tell who is responsible for what in practice” 
(Ruggie 2008: 4). It is recognized that there are limits to both voluntary practices and legal 
obligations and the ‘pillars’ thus try to bridge the two in the best way possible.  
 
Ruggie concluded that “business currently do not have legal obligations under international 
human rights law” (in Mares 2012: 2), which is why he has created a ‘three pillar’ structure as 
an answer to the current business and human rights debate. He effectively states that there is, and 
should be, differences between state and corporate obligations. The Framework is exemplifying 
the horizontality doctrine, but in a less radical manner, as the Framework is based on accepting 
and abiding by existing human rights law. In the UN Framework the primary legal duty is on 
states, but it emphasizes that the “goal is to embed systems of governance in broad global 
frameworks of social capacity and agency” (Mares 2012: 32), which signifies the expectations 
that corporations will recognize and abide by existing law. 
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4.5 Entrenching the GPs as a theoretical framework 
After promulgating the UN Framework, the SRSG’s mandate was renewed for additional three 
years, and in 2011 Ruggie presented the “Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights: 
Implementing the United Nations ‘Protect, Respect and Remedy’ Framework”. The GPs are a set 
of guidelines, which aim at providing practical directions for the UN Framework 
implementation. Each of the Framework pillars is implemented through a number of 
foundational and operational Principles, which are followed by a commentary to clarify their 
meaning and implications. In other words, “the Framework addresses what should be done; the 
Guiding Principles how to do it” (Ruggie 2013: 81).  
 
Ruggie (2011: 3) emphasizes that the business and human rights discourse has been expanding 
since the 1990s, but that none of the existing initiatives had reached enough consensus to 
actually foster change. The UN Framework is thus meant to provide a focal point of authority 
that centers the business and human rights discourse around a coherent and complimentary 
system (Ruggie 2011: 3). Hence, the GPs are “a common global platform for action, on which 
cumulative progress can be built […] without foreclosing in other promising longer-term 
developments” (Ruggie 2011: 5). The GPs complements the UN Framework pillars by 
suggesting practical implementation and setting “the global standard of practice that is now 
expected of all States and businesses with regard to business and human rights. While they do 
not by themselves constitute a legally binding document, the Guiding Principles elaborate on the 
implications of existing standards and practices for States and businesses, and include points 
covered variously in international and domestic law” (OHCHR 2011: 2). The relevance of the 
GPs thus lies in their potential of influencing the public sector as well as business enterprises. 
They are the recognized and accepted starting point to further develop international protection 
against corporate human rights violations. The GPs provide “a foundation for expanding the 
international human rights regime to encompass not only countries and individuals, but also 
companies” (Ruggie 2013: 124). Furthermore, the GPs do not have the aim of creating a new 
international law or legal obligations on the issue of business and human rights, but they aim at 
develop and improve the already existing international standards in human rights law. 
 
When implementing the UN Framework through the application of the GPs, corporations accept 
existing law and thus accept a form of indirect horizontal effect. According to Ruggie (in Mares 
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2012: 46), the development of the GPs marks an important step in fundamentally changing the 
business and human rights discourse towards greater future incorporations of business in legal 
systems. The GPs are meant to be the global standard for practice and have gained wide support 
through the stakeholder approach applied by Ruggie (UN 2012: 2). The principles are different 
from legally binding rules because they do not constitute an all or nothing approach to the UN 
Framework, but rather allow for individual interpretation of the applicability of each principle. 
Furthermore the last ‘pillar’ suggests that states should improve access to remediation within the 
existing human rights regime, which indicates that interpretation of existing law should lead to 
horizontal effects on corporate behavior and means of addressing this behavior.   
 
4.5.1 The corporate responsibility to ‘respect’ and the GPs 
The GPs clarifies that the corporate responsibility to respect human rights is not dependent on 
the state’s power and willingness to fulfill its duty, and that corporations are expected to respect 
human rights, also because the responsibility of business exists “over and above legal 
compliance, constituting a global standard of expected conduct applicable to all businesses in 
all situations” (Ruggie 2011: 13). It is very important to put extra focus on the corporate 
responsibility to respect, because many human rights violations occur on behalf of businesses. 
 
Furthermore, the ‘responsibility to respect’ exists independently from state duties, which makes 
it an area of focus in its own right. Deva (in Buhmann et al 2011: 122) criticizes the formulation 
of ‘respect’ for human rights, because he argues that the term reduces the obligations of 
corporations to merely acknowledging human rights, even though declarations that go beyond 
‘respect’ exist. Deva (in Buhmann et al 2011: 109) also argues that the UN Framework is 
vulnerable because it fails to acknowledge the importance of international institutions like the 
IMF, WTO and the World Bank. Mares (2012: 6) on the other hand argues that the framework-
concept is an important reframing of the CSR debate, which incorporates the different strands of 
the CSR discourse, mainly focusing on the public institutions and the business approaches to 
business and human rights.  
 
The GPs on the ‘responsibility of business to respect’ clarify how to address the adverse impacts 
businesses can have on the enjoyment of human rights. As mentioned, there are currently no 
legal obligations on business and hence the GPs are pivotal in addressing the impact that 
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business can have on human rights. According to the UN (2012: 15) there are three basic ways a 
business can be involved in adverse human rights impacts; through its own activities, through 
direct or indirect contribution of the supply chain or through business relations.   
 
Principle 11 of the GPs states that “Business enterprises should respect human rights. This 
means that they should avoid infringing on the human rights of others and should address 
adverse human rights impacts with which they are involved” (Ruggie 2011: 13). Furthermore the 
GPs include considerations of vulnerable groups like children and the assessment of both actual 
and potential human rights violations. The GPs take both actions and omission by corporations 
into account, which means that companies are accountable for both what they do and what they 
fail to do. This also implies that actions in one area do not offset violations of human rights in 
other areas.  
 
4.6 Due Diligence 
Throughout the GPs, due diligence is a central theme. This is because due diligence is a way to 
combine the theoretical aspects of the UN Framework with the more practically oriented GPs 
and their implementation in business activity. It is explained in the GPs that “respecting human 
rights is not a passive responsibility, it requires action on the part of business” (UN 2012: 23). It 
is further explained that “in context of the GPs human rights due diligence comprises an ongoing 
management process that a reasonable and prudent enterprise need to take” (UN 2012: 6). The 
notion of a ‘management process’ implies that human rights should be implemented in strategic 
decisions of corporations and that the value chain should be taken into account. This relates the 
GPs with the more business oriented approach to CSR that focuses on potential competitive 
advantage that adds long term value to a company.  
 
At the lowest level of due diligence, the GPs states that corporations should acknowledge 
minimum laws and state their ‘respect’ for human rights (Ruggie 2011: 13). This lowest level of 
commitment to human rights applies no matter the size, sector and context of the company and 
should be considered the basis from which businesses develop their application of the UN 
Framework into their own management processes. In order to operationalize this fundamental 
recognition of human rights, a corporation should provide a policy commitment both internally 
and externally (Ruggie 2008: 14). It is further explained that the policy commitment is a basic 
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step towards embedding respect for human rights into the corporation, which entails that the 
policy commitment should be publicly available in order to increase transparency (UN 2012: 
26). Furthermore, a policy commitment will “demonstrate both inside and outside that 
management understand this as a minimum standard for conducting business with legitimacy” 
(UN 2012: 26). 
 
Furthermore the GPs state that due diligence will provide higher levels of commitment to the UN 
Framework because they include several steps concerned with accounting for and dealing with 
ongoing social challenges. It is important to “asses actual and potential human rights impact” 
(Ruggie 2011: 16), which means that companies should make a risk assessment of their human 
rights issues throughout the value chain in order to incorporate human rights into other strategic 
considerations. This includes involving the senior management, drawing on internal and external 
expertise and establishing relations with relevant stakeholders (Ruggie 2011: 17). An additional 
element in the due diligence process is to “integrate the findings […] across relevant internal 
functions and processes” (Ruggie 2011: 18). Integration of findings means translating human 
rights concerns into action that should prevent violations and influence the human rights 
discourse positively. The highest levels of the due diligence process, is to track the development 
of the integration of human rights initiatives and to externally communicate this development 
(Ruggie 2011: 18-19). Tracking the development of a company’s human rights approach “is 
necessary in order for the business enterprise to know if its human rights policies are being 
implemented optimally” (Ruggie 2011: 19). Furthermore, external communication is important 
because it allows all stakeholders to evaluate the effects of any implementation in relation to 
social and legal expectations. External communication provides an element of transparency and 
accountability that might ensure that the entire due diligence process is actually integrated into 
business activities.  
  
Both the Shared Value theory and the theoretical underpinnings of the UN Framework have 
important implications for this project. Each theory represents a viewpoint within the CSR 
debate and can contribute to the understanding of corporate construction of CSR within the 
business and human rights discourse. The Shared Value theory represents a strategic 
management approach and the UN Framework embodies a more institutional approach to CSR, 
indicating two competing theories. However, each theory has been chosen because of their 
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possible ability to complement the other. Furthermore these theories are an explicit part of the 
research question and thus, it was important to present the main points of each theory in turn, 
because a theoretical understanding of each theory will allow an analysis of their relation and 
application. In order to answer the research question and structure the project around these 
theories, the following chapter will elaborate on their importance through the development of a 
matrix that combines them in a single approach.  
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CHAPTER 5 – MATRIX DEVELOPMENT 
In the previous chapter, the theoretical underpinning of this project was presented. Each theory 
will be applied in the development of an analytical tool that will partially answer the first 
working question, what is the relation between the discourses on Shared Value and the UN 
framework? In this chapter the process of integrating the two theoretical strands in a single 
approach is described and this will both clarify the process of developing the matrix, but also the 
intentions for its application. In developing the matrix, the theories have been carefully read and 
interpreted in order to extract the overarching themes that can constitute the matrix. Three 
themes are developed for each theory, and these will be presented on the horizontal and vertical 
axis of the matrix. 
 
5.1 Theoretical considerations 
The relation between the Shared Value theory and the UN Framework is complex, and has been 
derived from careful analysis. The Shared Value theory is based on a strategic approach to CSR, 
emphasizing how corporations should take all stakeholders in the internal and external 
environment into account. Furthermore Shared Value theory is situated within a free market 
ideology, as Porter and Kramer talk about reinventing capitalism and letting market forces drive 
innovative changes. The UN Framework is different, because it is built around international 
human rights law, focusing more on the legal obligations of companies. It tries to create a place 
for business in international human rights law and establish states as authoritative in enforcing 
legal obligations. It might seem difficult to combine two theories that are based on fundamental 
differences, but as they share some of the same objectives it is possible to relate the theories. 
Both theories aim at integrating CSR in business operations, resulting in an interdependence of 
social and strategic objectives.  
 
Both theories focus on the integration of activities in the core activities, the Shared Value theory 
in regards to incorporating CSR in business strategies and the UN Framework by focusing on 
policy commitment and implementation of identified human rights issues. In extension to this, 
both theories emphasize the importance of an ongoing reporting on CSR efforts, both in order to 
measure impacts and develop activities further. Furthermore an important element in both 
theories is focusing both on internal and external factors that can influence a company’s 
activities and approach to CSR. On a more abstract level, both theories emphasize the notion of 
 
42 
  
‘responsibility’, which can be widely interpreted. The UN Framework emphasizes the corporate 
responsibility to respect international human rights and the Shared Value theory focuses on the 
accountability for corporate impacts. Being responsible for respecting human rights is not purely 
equivalent to corporate responsibility for social impacts, but it is significant in the sense that 
responsibility is a common signifier for both theories that help clarify the meaning of 
responsibility in relation to business activities. 
 
5.2 Building the Matrix 
In developing a matrix, it is important to clarify the underlying considerations, as they reflect an 
interpretation of theory that will lead to the identification of constructed patterns and structures 
within each theory. The purpose of the matrix is to develop an analytical tool that combines two 
complex theories in a single approach to CSR. This is in itself an analysis as each theory has 
been carefully interpreted in order to build a matrix which can combine the many elements in a 
single process. The aim is to be able to use the matrix empirically as a tool to analyze a 
company’s construction of CSR within the Business and Human Rights discourse. In this paper, 
Toms’ approach to child labor will be analyzed, but in theory there are many companies and 
human rights issues that can be analyzed through the matrix. 
 
The Shared Value theory by Porter and Kramer was presented in the theory chapter and it was 
highlighted how identification of corporate linkages, choice of issue and creation of a corporate 
agenda can lead to Shared Value for a corporation. This interpretation is pivotal in the 
development of the matrix, as these highlighted elements will be the basis of the horizontal axis 
of the matrix. Each theme represents a perceived visualization of a process towards Shared Value 
and there are thus three main components on the horizontal axis. The key concepts that have 
been identified as important to the matrix relate to corporate social impact, economic 
sustainability and performance. Through careful reading and analysis, the literature has provided 
the following subtitles for the Shared value axis; ‘identification’, ‘choice of issues’ and 
‘corporate agenda’ and they represent a process of development within the Shared Value theory. 
First, ‘identification’ has been interpreted as a main component because it relates to a company’s 
perception of social issues. Identification is an important element of the Shared Value theory, 
because it reflects a corporate awareness of the interrelation between a compaby’s internal and 
external environment. There are two ways to identify a issue; inside-out linkages and outside-in 
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linkages. The first type of linkages refers to discovery of possible ways to engage in CSR based 
on a company’s value chain, indicating that internal everyday operations can affect society in 
general. The second type concerns the identification of social issues external to the company that 
can affect business activity. The identification of such linkages can overlap, but is important in 
order to address how CSR can be related to core business activities. The second theme is ‘choice 
of issue’, which refers to the actual choosing of social issues and the practical implementation of 
these choices. It is significant to include this theme because choosing one issue means leaving 
out other options. Thus choosing an issue is an element in constructing a company’s approach to 
CSR, because it affects subsequent choices in relation to business activities. There are three 
different conceptions within this theme which are related but important to distinguish in order to 
be able to asses any activities in relation to other business operations. First, a company can 
choose to focus on generic social issues, which refers to activities that are philanthropic in nature 
and not directly related to the competitiveness of the company. Second, issues can be selected for 
their value chain social impacts, which are related to the creation of a temporary advantage, as 
the activities can influence value- and supply chain performance. Lastly, social dimensions of 
competitive context refer to issues that relates to redefining fundamental obstacles into activities 
of long-term competitive advantage. The last overall theme in the process of Shared Value in the 
matrix is creating a ‘corporate agenda’, which implies a full integration of CSR activities in the 
core activities of the business. Shaping a corporate agenda implies that the company attempts to 
take control over both its internal and external environment, by addressing social as well as 
organizational issues. This is divided into responsive CSR, which is focused on responding 
morally to the surrounding society and strategic CSR, which refers to incorporating CSR in the 
strategy of the business as a way of reinforcing CSR as beneficial for both society and business. 
The three overall themes are related to each other, because the careful consideration of the entire 
process might lead to Shared Value.  
 
In order to relate the Shared Value theory and its inherent business perspective to human rights, 
the vertical axis will assume overall themes derived from a careful analysis of the UN 
Framework on Business and Human Rights and its GPs. The UN Framework represents a more 
institutional approach to CSR as it is based on legal obligations and the international 
community’s role in fostering CSR. As with the Shared Value theory, three overall themes will 
represent a process, but in relation to the UN Framework the process reflects incorporation of 
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human rights in business operations. The first theme has been named ‘recognition’ and refers to 
a basic corporate awareness of international human rights norms, rules and thus violations. At its 
most basic level, it refers to the establishment of a common ground through accepting that 
corporations can, and often do, violate human rights. It involves respect, which entails that 
companies should value the international human rights regime by addressing it in terms of 
operational activities. This theme also demands acknowledgement, as all companies should 
acknowledge the UN Framework, because acknowledgement of this implies acknowledgement 
of a corporate responsibility for existing human rights conventions. The second theme 
‘incorporation’ was extracted as an extension of the first, and as the ‘choice of issue’, it refers to 
practical measures that can ensure the inclusion of human rights in businesses. This theme is 
novel, because it assumes that companies recognize international human rights as being of 
importance, even though corporations are not legally obligated. It involves commitment, which is 
a public statement of the intent to focus on ensuring human rights. A statement like this should 
be signed at the highest corporate level and be distributed both internally and externally in order 
to communicate transparency in CSR activities. Second, detection regards the use of resources to 
classify and assess potential and actual human rights violations and possible solutions to these. 
The last part of the process of the UN Framework has been named ‘implementation’ and it refers 
to completion of the public commitment made when ‘incorporating’ human rights. 
Implementation of a human right approach indicates that companies accept having a 
responsibility for the enjoyment of human rights and a intention of integrating this responsibility 
in business activities. Inherent in this is the policies and activities assigned to human rights 
integration, which means that all business activity should be carried out in relation to established 
policies on how to address human rights issues according to the GPs of the UN Framework. 
Furthermore, emphasis is put on tracking, because any implementation of human rights should 
be evaluated over time and improved continuously. This also entails installing quantitative and 
qualitative tools for the measurement of corporate impact and reporting these impacts as part of a 
learning process.    
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The interpretation of the two theories and their intended relation with each other is visualized in 
the following matrix: 
 
 
The matrix visualizes a total of nine boxes, where the two theories intersect and thus represent 
the combination of the theories. The main purpose of the matrix is to combine the two theories in 
a single approach that can enable an empirical analysis of corporate construction of CSR. In 
combining these theories there are different intersections representing different combinations of 
the overall themes in the matrix. While each axis represents a process of each theory, the 
combination of these also represents a process in constructing CSR around human rights. This 
process occurs at the diagonal of the matrix, visualizing three boxes that together form an 
optimal process because of an equal balance of each theory. The matrix will be applied on Toms’ 
communication on CSR, because the narratives inherent in this enables an analysis of Toms’ 
construction of CSR in relation to the themes presented in the matrix. Human rights expert at 
Amnesty International Sanne Borges (2014, pers. comm. 21 may) says that communication on 
CSR is very important because “consumers, shareholders and rightholders have a right to know 
what companies are doing to identify, prevent and mitigate adverse impacts”. The purpose of 
developing this matrix is exactly to enable an analysis centered on Toms’ communication of 
CSR and this gives a lot of credence to textual analysis. As the next chapter will show, 
coherency in Tom’s arguments is developed by adhering to the matrix presented in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6 – ANALYSIS 
This part of the analysis aims at uncovering a discourse in relation to Tom’s communication on 
CSR from 2008-2013 and will partly answer the second working question: what social construct 
of CSR is Toms communicating? In doing this, an evolutionary focus will be applied, as it will 
show whether any developments or changes have occurred. When assessing Toms from a 
discursive perspective the matrix from the previous chapter will be applied, as it is possible both 
to identify the intersections between Toms’ CSR and human rights focus, and interpret that as a 
process. According to the matrix, there are several possible approaches and outcomes, as a 
company might focus more on one dimension than the other. This analysis will focus specifically 
on the boxes of the matrix that represent the optimal balance between the UN Framework and 
the Shared Value theory. Thus, the intersection between ‘recognition’ and ‘identification’ (box 
1), the intersection between ‘detection’ and ‘choice of issue’ (box 5) and the intersection 
between ‘implementation’ and ‘corporate agenda’ (box 9) will be analyzed in turn. Each box is 
analyzed in terms of their articulated values and thus overlaps in terms of time. However, the 
relation between these boxes should represent an ‘optimal process’ in combining the GPs and 
Shared Value theory as the two theoretical frameworks are equally represented, and could be 
interpreted as a process where Toms is developing according to a diagonal movement along the 
matrix. 
The matrix is rather basic at its ‘first’ level where the intersect and conceptual struggle between 
identification of issues vis à vis recognition of human rights are in focus. The next level broadens 
the possibilities according to the interpretation of the matrix, but focus is put on the foundation 
for analyzing the incorporation of the UN Framework on the one hand, and its intersection with 
‘choice of issue’ on the other. The third level is even more complex, as there are many more 
possible directions for corporations. However, combining deployment and corporate agenda, 
would imply a full integration of the business and human rights regime. 
 
6.1 About Toms 
On the national level, Toms is a member of the Danish Ethical Trading Initiative, which 
promotes responsible supply chain management and ethical trade among Danish organizations 
and public institutions (DIEH n.d). Toms adheres to the Danish Financial Statement Act, in 
communicating on CSR activities publicly and acknowledge that the Danish State encourage 
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involvement in CSR through its “Action Plan for Corporate Social Responsibility”, where 
companies are encouraged to endorse the UN Framework (Regeringen 2012: 6). The government 
has initiated a process of establishing an institution for remediation of human rights violations 
(Regeringen 2012: 6) and has recently engaged in a partnership with the Ghanaian State 
regarding enhancing political and commercial cooperation (DANIDA 2014: 3-9). This 
partnership includes goals of increased trade, establishing Danish companies in Ghana and 
acknowledging cocoa as one of the major imports from Ghana. The Danish government has 
funded part of Toms’ activities through DANIDA (Danish International Development Agency), 
as it has contributed with around 60 % or 4.5 million DKK, of the funding for what they label 
“Implementation of CSR in the Cocoa Bean Production in Ghana” (DANIDA 2008: 20) 
 
Since 2006, Toms has made it a strategic priority to eliminate child labor in its supply chain 
(Toms 2010: 4). Recognizing that poor schooling has been identified by governments as one of 
the main causes of child labor, Toms decided to engage in the implementation of an Education 
Project in partnership with DANIDA and IBIS. In 2009, Toms stated a goal of affecting up to 
15.00 children through its education project (Toms 2009a: 5). Furthermore Toms has engaged in 
a project regarding improvement of fermentation methods, which is aimed at having both social 
and commercial benefits (Toms 2009a: 4). In 2012 another educational project, in collaboration 
with IBIS, has been implemented. This project is the first to be implemented specifically in the 
areas Toms source from, which allows the company to directly affect its suppliers (Toms 2012: 
10). 
 
One of the main goals of Toms regarding human rights and CSR, is ensuring a “desired quality of 
raw materials and in terms of reducing our environmental impact and promoting human rights & la- 
bour standards with our suppliers” (Toms 2009b: 3). Toms imports its cocoa beans from three 
districts in Ghana, where an important part of its CSR strategy is sustainable improvements in 
the supply chain, through a traceability project (Toms 2009b: 15). Through the traceability 
project, Toms has the opportunity to address some of the challenging issues regarding the 
African farmer’s conditions (Toms n.d.c). According to Toms, some of these issues are low 
farming income, child labor, young farmers and lack of access to education. In relation to child 
labor Toms argues that ”the heart of the problem is poverty, along with lack of awareness of the 
hazards of child labour, lack of social protection policies and systems, and lack of quality learning in 
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schools” (Toms 2012:12). Furthermore many young farmers migrate to urban areas, causing fear 
of a supply crisis and a general lack of education affects both children working in farms and 
young people migrating, as their lack of education leaves them with limited choices.  
 
At the international level, Toms is a member of the International Cocoa Initiative (ICI), a 
charitable foundation that involves NGOs, labor associations and the major chocolate brands in 
the common goal of eradicating the worst forms of child labor in cocoa farming (ICI 2014) 
Furthermore, it is a member of the World Coca Foundation, a non-profit organization that 
promotes social, economic and environmental development in the cocoa communities (WCF 
n.d). Toms is also part of the United Nations Global Compact, the UNDP Millennium Goals, the 
World Child and Youth Forum and has endorsed the UN framework on business and human 
rights and its Guiding Principles.   
 
6.2 Recognizing human rights and identifying corporate linkages 
Identifying and recognizing international human rights norms and rules, as well as CSR 
strategies linked to business activities, can be seen as a first step in the journey towards the 
construction of a combined approach to CSR regarding Toms. At the most basic level of the 
matrix is the intersection between recognizing internationally declared human rights and 
identifying corporate linkages. This part of the analysis will focus on how Toms communicates 
its acknowledgement of human rights law, focusing mainly on taking a corporate responsibility 
and its identification of child labor as a main intersection between the internal and external 
environment. 
 
6.2.1 Conceding to human rights responsibility 
In 2008 Toms stated that it wanted to “take a direct responsibility in the supply chain for cocoa” 
(Toms 2009a: 4), indicating a wish to recognize human rights and its possible inside-out 
linkages. CEO Jesper Møller said: “I feel that we have a responsibility in the Western world, for 
the gulf that exists between us and the rest of the World. We are sitting in all our wealth, letting 
Africa and other poor regions watch from the sidelines” (Storm 2008). This comment from CEO 
Jesper Møller demonstrates a philanthropic approach to responsibility, as it touches upon an 
imaginary gulf that should be closed by corporations and other actors. 
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Toms also argued that it wanted to meet its “responsibility for people” (Toms 2009a: 2), which 
is a more direct acknowledgement of the company’s corporate responsibility in social activities. 
In the 2008 Communication on Progress report (CoP), Toms dedicated several pages to human 
rights and labor standards, which reflect a high focus on recognizing human rights. A full 
acknowledgement of existing human rights can be seen when Toms refers both to the “support 
and respect [for] internationally declared human rights” (Toms n.d.a: 1) and argues against 
“any obvious violations of internationally declared human rights” (Toms n.d.a: 2). By 
internalizing existing human rights declarations, Toms identifies human rights as an inside-out 
linkage, as the company indirectly acknowledges the possibility that it can have a human rights 
impact. It is noteworthy however, that Toms does not specify what obvious violations mean, 
which leaves a lot of room for interpretation on what human rights constitute. 
 
Although there are no explicit references to specific human rights laws or the UN Framework in 
the early years of Toms’ communication, the many references to ‘responsibility’ and ‘respect’ 
suggest an indirect acknowledgement. Toms stated that it “is the underlying thought, that 
companies should respect and promote the UNGC, while it is the duty of the government to pass 
and enforce legislation” (Toms n.d.a: 3). This statement very closely resembles the core of the 
UN Framework, which could imply awareness of the UN framework. Although Toms uses the 
UNGC as a point of reference, this statement might as well refer to business and human rights in 
general. 
 
In 2012, Toms developed its notion of responsibility to “acknowledge [its] responsibility as a 
business to manage our impacts to contribute positively to sustainable development, socially, 
environmentally and economically in the world around us” (2012: 5). While people were clearly 
mentioned in 2008, Toms did not elaborate as clearly on its responsibility for society as in 2012. 
Toms includes elements of managing impacts and the world, which suggests a more holistic 
identification of human rights. Toms has clear inside-out linkages, since it acknowledges its 
internal responsibility as a business towards society, not only in terms of minimizing any 
negative impacts but also in terms of identifying social opportunities. 
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6.2.2 Discovering child labor linkages 
In acknowledging inside-out linkages between Toms and human rights issues, the company 
stated in 2008 that it “is committed to respecting the ILO conventions” (Toms 2009a: 4), which 
is a clear recognition of international human rights. By mentioning the respect for the ILO 
convention, Toms indirectly refers to the second pillar of the UN framework. Toms explicitly 
mentions its support for “the effective abolition of child labor” (Toms n.d.a: 1), which is an 
identification of child labor as an important linkage for the company in working with supply 
chain management. Toms elaborates on the issue of child labor by defining it as “work that 
threaten the health, education or development of the child, even if in agreement with the ILO 
conventions regarding age and character of the work” (Toms n.d.a: 2). This statement is 
noteworthy, because the ILO conventions are acknowledged and secondly Toms suggest that the 
company intends to go ‘beyond’ the existing human rights regime. 
 
In the 2009 CSR report Toms recognizes that child labor is “One of the recurrent topics in 
relation to cocoa from Ghana…” (Toms 2009b: 16). Toms does not acknowledge this 
specifically in relation to human rights, but as Toms acknowledged the ILO convention in 2008, 
one can assume that this acknowledgement continues. Toms identifies child labor as an outside-
in linkage in this instance, as child labor is affecting the external cocoa environment. As a root 
cause to child labor, Toms adheres to a study contracted by the government of Ghana that 
identifies “poor quality of education [...] as one of the major causes of child labour in Ghana’s 
cocoa sector” (Toms 2009b: 16). Although focusing mainly on Ghana, Toms acknowledges that 
it is a problem in Côte d’Ivoire as well, because it says that “child labour and trafficking does 
take place in the cocoa production here, a clear violation of fundamental human rights” (Toms 
2012: 17). In subsequent years, Toms elaborates further on the link between education and child 
labor, stating that “54 per cent of basic school children in cocoa-growing communities in Ghana 
could not read or write. Consequently, they are not able to perform well in the Basic Education 
Certificate Examinations (BECE), which is a pre-requisite for entry into secondary schools in 
Ghana” (Toms 2011: 10). Identification of this specific deficiency shows a support for the 
willingness of Toms to deal with this issue. These acknowledgements are much related to 
identifying child labor as an outside-in linkage, because Toms realizes child labor as an external 
occurrence. By recognizing child labor as an external factor, Toms may take the first internal 
measures by focusing on the intersections of Toms and child labor in its supply chain. 
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In 2012 and 2013, Toms provides more information on the different causes of child labor, 
developing what has been previously stated. From relating child labor to the lack of quality 
education in 2009, “the heart of the problem is poverty, along with lack of awareness of the 
hazards of child labour and lack of social protection policies and systems” (Toms 2012: 12; 
2013: 8). This new definition provides a broader perspective on child labor through an economic, 
cultural and social panoramic of its different causes. Toms also goes further in explaining the 
consequences and states that “child labour jeopardizes the children’s health and prevents them 
from going to school and create development for their future” (Toms 2012: 12; 2013: 8), which 
corresponds well with the educational focus from 2009. Even though Toms illustrates child labor 
in very elaborate terms in the reports of 2012 and 2013, the company begins to frame the issue 
differently. In 2013 Toms communicates that “the risk of child labour exists in cocoa production 
in Ghana” (2013: 8), without explicitly acknowledging its existence. Furthermore, Toms does 
not provide additional information that might explain this change from a fact to a risk.  
 
To sum up, the balance between recognizing human rights and identifying corporate linkages is 
apparent in Toms’ articulation of its ‘responsibility’. By clearly acknowledging ‘respect’ for the 
ILO conventions on child labor, the UNGC and the GPs and recognizing its responsibility, Toms 
is able to identify its inside-out linkages to issues within the international human rights regime. 
Perhaps through this recognition Toms has focused on identification of issues particularly 
relevant to its human rights focus on child labor. Toms is also identifying outside-in linkages by 
communicating ‘root causes’, ‘social factors’ and ‘recurrent topics’ in the areas where Toms’ 
supply-chain is located. Another way of interpreting this is that external factors have altered 
Toms’ focus on child labor, which is also a major issue within the human rights framework. It 
can be argued that Toms’ focus on both outside-in and inside-out linkages is not conflicting, but 
rather mutually reinforcing.  
 
6.3 Choosing and incorporating human rights issues 
After analyzing Toms in terms of the intersection between recognition and identification, the 
juncture between incorporation and choice of issue will be analyzed, as this reflects the optimal 
balance between the second themes of the matrix. Thus, this part of the analysis is focused on the 
evolution of Toms’ commitment to human rights and its detection of possible human rights 
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violations. Furthermore, it is focused on the communicated choices of CSR activities in terms of 
intended social impact. In doing this, it will be possible to distinguish whether Toms is following 
a coherent discursive process according to the axis’ on the matrix. 
 
6.3.1 Detection and commitment  
In 2009, Toms made its commitment to UNGC a basis for its “initial gap analysis” and a guide 
in setting up goals for CSR strategies (Toms 2009b: 2). While Toms’ commitment to the UNGC 
is only briefly mentioned in 2009, it is brought up in relation to several of the CSR initiatives 
that Toms is undertaking in 2010, such as its work on fighting child labor and its responsible 
sourcing initiatives. In 2011 and the following years, the UNGC principles are presented as a 
part of all Toms’ CSR activities. Toms keeps expressing its “… continued support to the 
principles of the UN Global Compact” (Toms 2012: 5). It is interesting to note that Toms’ main 
commitment is towards the UNGC principles and not towards the GPs. It can be argued that the 
reason for this is that the Framework was initiated in 2008 and that the following few years could 
be regarded a form of grace period for the incorporation of the UN Framework in practice. 
Toms’ “intention is to publicly state [its] responsibilities, commitments and expectations to 
employees and business practice” (Toms 2013: 6), which indicates that Toms is doing more than 
just ‘respecting’ and ‘acknowledging’ human rights, by starting to actively “express [its] 
commitment” (Ruggie 2011: 15). In 2013, Toms “further align [itself] with the UN’s Guiding 
Principles on Business and Human Rights” (Toms 2013: 7), which is a specific commitment to 
the GPs as a human rights approach. In this context Toms centers its attention on responsibilities 
in the human rights field, as a specific focus out of all the UNGC principles. 
 
From a general point of view it is of great importance for Toms to put “processes in place to 
identify and act upon any negative or social environmental impact in [its] supply chains” (2013: 
7), which implies that Toms should continuously assess its actions and activities. The main goal 
is the identification of actual or potential negative impacts with the aim of eliminating and/or 
preventing them. One aspect of this assessment is related to “mapping and identifying potential 
human right risks in supply chains to Toms to assess Toms’ appropriate activities forward – 
looking in the light of UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights” (2012: 19). This 
implies that, besides aligning with the GPs through acknowledgement and respect, Toms has 
gone a step further and started to evaluate the connection between its corporate behavior and 
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possible human rights abuses. In this context, it is relevant to point out that Toms carries out 
activities in Ghana as well as Côte d’Ivoire. However, Toms’ activities in Côte d’Ivoire have not 
been much included in its CSR strategy and the country is not mentioned until 2011. In 2011 
Toms argues that its CSR partnership with other Nordic countries is impossible because of 
political turbulence in Côte d’Ivoire. In 2012 Toms is articulating its focus on CSR in Côte 
d’Ivoire by stating that it “is an obvious goal [...] to ensure sustainability and mitigate human 
rights risks here as well” (2012: 19). 
 
6.3.2 Choosing child labor issues 
Throughout the CoP of 2008, Toms mentions stakeholder dialogue as an approach to its supply 
chain responsibilities (Toms 2009a). Examples include “dialogue with suppliers about the 
values and principles of Toms” (Toms 2009a: 11) and “a CSR Supplier Questionnaire” (Toms 
2009a: 4). Engaging in dialogue shows a commitment to identifying issues and suggests the 
inclusion of external knowledge in addressing issues such as child labor. An example of a 
dialogue partnership on the issue of child labor is Toms’ involvement in the ICI “which is a 
partnership between NGOs, labour unions, cocoa processors and the major chocolate brands all 
committed to working towards responsible labour standards for cocoa growing and especially 
focusing on children and their rights.” (Toms 2009a: 16). According to the ICI more than 1.8 
million children worked in the cocoa industry in West Africa in 2007/2008 and of these, around 
50 % of the children down to age 6, worked with harmful tasks (ICI n.d.: 2). A commitment to 
the ICI is a strong statement of orientation towards child labor as a main issue in Toms’ supply 
chain. Other examples of Toms’ commitment to international partnerships that are focusing on 
child labor is its work on the ‘Child Labor Platform’ which is an initiative co-coordinated by the 
ILO and the UNGC (Toms 2011: 15). The aim of this project is to define best practices in the 
field in order to start a dialogue between corporations (Toms 2011: 15). These initiatives all 
focus on dialogues related to Toms’ supply chain and can be categorized as value chain choices. 
It can furthermore be argued that Toms’ involvement in these partnerships is a way to improve 
its competitive context, by having influence in shaping a common approach to child labor. 
 
In relation to Toms’ role in dealing with child labor, it is ‘furthering’ its commitment by 
engaging in projects to “support the Ghana[ian] government’s efforts at improving the quality of 
basic education in the cocoa growing districts, as a strategy to eliminate child labour in the 
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country’s cocoa sector” (Toms 2009b: 16). The project was initiated with DANIDA and IBIS 
and started in 2007. The initiative is based on a decision to “further Toms involvement in the 
child labour agenda” (Toms 2009b: 16). The project aims at developing skills and confidence in 
teachers through training and providing materials and help for school children. In 2009 Toms 
puts specific focus on girls through the establishment of girls clubs in schools in locations where 
the education project is ongoing. Toms (2009b: 18) states that “[t]hese activities are aimed at 
reducing high incidences of teenage pregnancy [and] early marriage ...” pointing towards 
improving ‘general social welfare’. Overall, the education program is focusing on increasing 
awareness of child labor and fighting it by involving different stakeholders, ranging from school 
children to parents, farmers and school management.  
 
The education project has been further developed since its initiation in 2007 through the 
development of a particular project named ‘Read for the Future’ and a more focused 
involvement in the areas where Toms is sourcing from in Ghana. The motivation of the project is 
to ensure the future of the cocoa industry, because “lack of quality basic education is a critical 
issue, affecting everything from farmer practices using children as labour to youth migrating to 
urban areas, thus hindering the future growth of cocoa farming” (Toms 2012: 12). Both the 
support to the Ghanaian government’s efforts in fighting child labor and the motivation behind 
the education projects show that Toms is trying to enhance its competitiveness by improving its 
contextual conditions. These are projects that influence Toms’ license to operate as well as 
ensuring its future by enhancing the skills of their possible recruitment pool.  
 
In addition to the education project, Toms has engaged in a fermentation project and a 
traceability project which have indirect effects on children, as they have both “social and 
commercial benefits” (Toms 2009a: 4) and allow Toms to “get closer to the communities […] 
and monitor more closely the social conditions of the farmer families” (Toms 2009a: 5). These 
more production oriented projects have social side-effects, but Toms refers mainly to “the 
business case” of having improved the flavor of the cocoa beans (Toms 2009a: 5). This 
reference to having an improved product indicates a dual focus of Toms, namely to do well both 
in business and in social activities. These projects thus reflect a more competitively oriented 
approach in committing to social issues such as child labor, as the improved production 
processes could result in a competitive advantage for Toms. It also suggests that integration of 
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CSR activities is proving to be valuable for Toms, and thus the company moves beyond merely 
identifying social issues. This can hence be regarded as a way of focusing on issues that can 
generate ‘value chain social impacts’. While some activities are generic, others are linked to the 
value chain of Toms. Furthermore, many of Toms’ projects can be related to its competitive 
context. This is especially evident since Toms relates a lot of its CSR activities to the elimination 
of child labor which to a large extent affect Toms’ supply chain management.  
 
To sum up, it is clear that Toms is showing ‘commitment’ throughout the period, as it is 
continuously stating its endorsement of the UNGC, ILO and GPs. Moreover, this commitment is 
implemented through ‘mapping’ and ‘identification’ of actual and potential human rights issues 
connected to Toms. From its ‘mapping’ Toms has engaged in stakeholder ‘dialogue’ and 
‘partnerships’, to show commitment to generic-, value chain- as well as competitive context 
issues through the initiation of three main projects. Toms’ education project is generic to some 
extent, as for example the establishment of girls clubs relates to Ghanaian gender issues and not 
to Toms’ operational activities. Furthermore, the education project also shows a focus on value 
chain- and competitive context related issues. This focus is also visible in the fermentation and 
the traceability projects, as all three projects stem from previous identification of linkages 
between human rights and Toms’ supply chain. Through the identification of inside-out and 
outside-in linkages, Toms has been able to relate social issues to its area of influence, thus Toms 
seems to be evolving according to the diagonal process in the matrix. Between 2009 and 2012 
Toms elaborates on its continuous involvement in specific partnerships and projects, but it is 
interesting to note that in 2013 these thorough illustrations are replaced with short references. In 
2013 the main attention is focused on the UNGC, as well as the implementation of the GPs. 
 
6.4 Deployment of human rights responsibilities and shaping corporate agenda 
In order to finalize the analysis of Toms’ discourse, it is important to proceed to the last and final 
box, as it represents the largest degree of integration of human rights into corporate activities. 
The analysis within this intersection incorporates Toms’ corporate agenda and its deployment of 
the GPs. Thus, the main focus in this part of the analysis is the level of integration of human 
rights as well as the process of tracking and assessing activities. In this phase, communication of 
findings regarding corporate efforts is essential. In terms of CSR strategy it is important to look 
at the initiatives undertaken from a responsive versus strategic perspective. 
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6.4.1 Implementing human rights 
In terms of integration of the UN Framework, Toms is showing different levels of 
implementation through different reports. In the 2009 Responsibility report Toms mentions 
human rights and labor standards as a part of its work with enhancing supplier relations. 
However, it does not specify which, if any framework or convention that it is focusing on, 
despite mentioning the ILO conventions in its CoP from 2009. In the 2010 Responsibility report 
Toms’ mentions ‘children’s rights’ but not human rights. However, Toms does show its 
commitment to international human rights, especially through the UNGC strategy called 
”Challenge 2020” with the aim of being challenged “to improve on many levels over the coming 
10 years” (Toms 2010: 2). In 2011, Toms is arguing that the report in itself is a demonstration of 
its “… continued support of the UN Global Compact principles and the strong acknowledgement 
of [its] responsibilities as a business for the impact on society and nature both nationally and 
globally” (Toms 2011: 4). Furthermore, the report is designed around the four UNGC areas 
human rights, labor standards, environment and anti-corruption (Toms 2011: 4).  
 
Toms officially started to integrate the GPs in 2012 and mainstream them with many of the 
mechanisms it already had in place through its involvement in the UNGC. A policy alignment to 
the GPs was drafted in 2012, and it was going to be published in 2013 after being reviewed. In 
lack of access to this document, it can be mentioned that “[t]he intention is to publicly state 
[Toms] responsibilities, commitments and expectations to employees and business practice” 
(Toms 2013: 6). It can be highlighted that this statement is associated with Toms’ understanding 
of the GPs, but since the actual document is not available, it is difficult to say anything about the 
level as well as coherency of Toms’ intended integration. While Toms argues that it is making an 
effort to integrate the GPs, there is actually an institutional expectation to do so according to the 
OECD, EU and the Danish Action Plan for CSR (Toms 2012: 20). It seems that Toms is 
following the GPs because of horizontal pressures from international institutions. This could 
imply that Toms is endorsing the GPs because it is a necessary requirement in order to keep up 
with developments in the business and human rights regime.  
 
It is interesting to investigate the ways in which Toms communicates the progress of its main 
initiatives through tracking. Toms’ progress in 2008 is described only as activities carried out, 
with no communication on the impacts of these activities (Toms 2009a: 4). Toms’ traceability 
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system that was refined in 2009 is an essential mechanism in monitoring the supply chain. It 
traces back the origin of the cocoa beans and is a way to ensure that Toms’ social initiatives are 
targeting the people involved and affected in the supply chain. In the 2009 Responsibility report, 
the traceability system is highlighted as the biggest accomplishment of the year and Toms states 
that “as result we can with certainty say that all our Ghanaian cocoa originates from three 
selected districts: Bibiani, Sefwi-Wiaso and Sankore in the western part of Ghana” (Toms 
2009b: 14). Moreover, in 2010, Toms is also able to provide further information of actual 
impacts of its educational program with both quantitative and qualitative data. Toms 
communicates quantitatively on outcomes as improved teaching, increased enrolment, improved 
learning and better access to teaching and learning materials. Qualitatively Toms communicates 
an increased awareness of children’s rights through proactive school management committees 
that have established child labor task forces and increased “community ownership and 
transparency” (Toms 2010: 5). Even though some numbers are provided, Toms still uses rather 
unspecific words when articulating its achievements in 2010, but in general, ‘tracking’ points 
towards a more thorough implementation of mechanisms against child labor and a development 
from 2008. Further, in 2011, Toms focus on communicating outcomes, by saying for example 
that 310 students and several farmers are provided with IT access through a Village Resource 
Center or that 2250 students are participating in the Read for the Future project (Toms 2011: 7). 
A similar structure of Toms’ achievements is presented in 2012 and 2013, as there does not seem 
to be a significant increase in terms of the amount of beneficiaries reached. 
 
6.4.2 Shaping corporate agenda 
In the CoP of 2009 CEO Jesper Møller explains that he has been presenting “the business case” 
(Toms 2009a: 1) for CSR by intensifying ‘engagement’ in the supply chain for cocoa. By 
explicitly using the term ‘business case’, CEO Jesper Møller places himself within the 
theoretical framework of Porter and Kramer, who argue that a strategic corporate agenda 
regarding CSR is possible. In the responsibility report of 2009, Toms is recognizing that 
“consumers are increasingly interested in knowing that brands are responsible in protecting 
human rights and the planet all through the value chain” (Toms 2009b: 5). The latter statement 
shows an adherence to a common reputational motivation for CSR, which can be seen as 
strategic. However, according to Porter and Kramer this alone does not create Shared Value. In 
the early reports it can also be highlighted that Toms prioritizes its CSR initiatives, as it 
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continued its CSR projects despite harsh conditions due to the financial crisis in 2009. Toms 
motivates its priority of CSR by stating that CSR particularly fits “into our strategy and vision 
for the future of [the] company” (Toms 2009b: 2).  
 
In later reports, Toms’ communication of CSR develops even more towards a Shared Value 
approach. In 2010 Toms implemented its tag-line “Tasteful moments - Responsible choices” 
(Toms 2010: 2), which is a representation of Toms’ corporate identity. The notions 
‘responsibility’ and ’strategy’ are often utilized together and these concepts can be found when 
Toms describes its commitment to both UNGC and the GP’s. In 2011 Toms starts to use Shared 
Value as a way of describing their objectives regarding CSR, when arguing that is should benefit 
both the business and the cocoa communities. CSR is further described as “closely linked to [its] 
commercial strategy, as [Toms] believe it is the basis for sustainability and creates new 
opportunities for the future. It is part of [its] mission to make social, environmental and 
economic improvements within [its] supply chain, amongst [its] employees and in the societies 
[Toms] integrate with alongside the building of [its] business” (Toms 2011: 5). As an example 
of employee engagement, Toms gave employees the opportunity to donate footballs and pumps 
to Ghanaian schools instead of getting a Christmas present in 2008 (Toms 2009a: 7). This 
indicates an effort to integrate CSR in the entire company, allowing all employees to be part of 
the CSR activities. This example is however the only available information regarding a 
connection between Toms’ employees and the West African projects, which might contradict the 
professed CSR employee involvement. 
 
From the operational perspective, there are different strategies and policies adopted by Toms to 
address different issues. On a general level “Toms has had a long-standing engagement in the 
cocoa supply chain with partners working to tackle child labour, make sustainable improvements 
for farmers, and create traceability, innovation and good quality cocoa” (2012: 8). Increasing 
the final quality of the chocolate can be perceived a business strategy to please both the 
consumers and other stakeholders. This might also be accurate for the other initiatives, since the 
eradication of child labor, better life conditions for the farmers and other social issues addressed 
can be approved by stakeholders and create positive consequences.  
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To sum up, Toms shows a gradual integration of human rights into its corporate agenda. 
Expressions such as ‘aligning’ with the GPs and the UNGC are applied in order to articulate this 
integration, but it is also noteworthy that the argument of ‘making an effort’ can be questioned. 
The reason for this effort might actually be the pressure coming from international institutions, 
indicating that Toms might not be able to take full credit for initiating the implementation of the 
GPs. Toms is engaged in ‘traceability’ initiatives, making tracking of their processes possible. In 
relation to tracking its processes, Toms is presenting both qualitative and quantitative results of 
its CSR projects, but from Toms’ CSR reports it is difficult to get a deep understanding of the 
impacts its activities have on child labor in West Africa. Toms is communicating a gradual 
adoption of the Shared Value approach which is exemplified through the use of notions such as 
‘business case’ for CSR as well as incorporating the tag-line “tasteful moments - responsible 
choices” in its corporate identity. Toms is involved in different initiatives that both aim at 
improving the life of the farmers and children, as well as increasing competiveness. This gives 
the idea that Toms’ CSR strategy is not only responsive but also strategic. 
 
6.5 Toms’ discourse on Business and Human Rights 
The discourse analysis of Toms has made it possible to see the existence of a process in Toms’ 
construction of CSR. The process follows what has been labeled the ‘optimal process’, balancing 
the Shared Value theory and the Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights. Toms’ 
discourse will be visualized in the matrix below, as it will simplify the very complex issues 
within the business and human rights regime.  
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The process is not always a straight line, as ‘outliers’ can be identified in other parts of the 
matrix. However, ‘outliers’ are a natural part of evolutionary processes since fluctuations and 
digressions are common in any kind of path. In relation to the identification of outliers, Sanne 
Borges (2014, pers. comm. 21
 
may) explained that despite encouragements from the Danish 
State, it has been difficult for Danish companies to incorporate human rights in the supply chain. 
She further argues that there has been too little attention on the relation between business and 
human rights, but that it is possible to create Shared Value for both business and society within 
this relation. In each box, central findings have been plotted in two ways. First, key words found 
when discursively analyzing Toms has been plotted, because they signify the relation between 
the theories and represents findings according to the matrix. Each word attaches meaning to the 
matrix and exemplifies how it can visualize a gradual construction of CSR. Secondly one quote 
has been highlighted as an illustration of the combination of the Shared Value theory and the 
GPs. The quotes contextualize Toms’ communication in relation to the highlighted process in the 
matrix and are important in showing how Toms constructs its CSR in regards to child labor 
issues. This part of the analysis aimed at clarifying the previous investigation on Toms by 
plotting key findings from each particular intersection in order to settle on a full process. The 
findings of the process will be further analyzed in the discussion chapter.  
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CHAPTER 7 - DISCUSSION 
This chapter will answer each working question in light of the analysis, which is based on the 
context chapter, the theory chapter and empirical data from Toms. On the basis of the theoretical 
material, an analytical tool has been developed. This tool has been applied in a discursive 
analysis of Toms’ CSR strategy addressing child labor. The first part of the discussion will be 
structured around answering the first and second working question. The first working question 
is; what is the relation between the discourses on Shared Value and the UN framework? This 
question is aimed at addressing the validity of the matrix, because the application of it has 
enabled an evaluation of its main strengths and weaknesses. The second working question is; 
what social construct of CSR is Toms communicating? This question has been partially answered 
in the analysis, but in this chapter a more critical and concise account will be brought up. This 
chapter will thus be the foundation for answering the research question. In the last part of this 
discussion, the dilemmas concerning child labor will be elaborated, connecting the overall issues 
inherent in child labor with the findings on Toms’ approach in addressing it. This will answer the 
third working question; how is child labor addressed as a social issue by Toms? and answering 
these questions will be the foundation for answering the research question. 
 
7.1 Key findings from the application of the matrix on Toms 
The matrix has the purpose of combining theory on the UN Framework and Shared Value and by 
plotting in key findings from the analysis of Toms, it is clarified how the matrix can be applied 
empirically. The first part of the analytical application is focused on the intersection between 
recognition of human rights and identification of corporate linkages, and for Toms the combined 
theories are apparent through its profound articulation of “responsibility for people” and 
adherence to the ILO conventions, the UNGC and the GPs. Especially the notion of ‘respect’ 
correlates to the UN Framework, as it is an indirect application of a core element in the GPs. 
Although it is rarely explicitly stated, Toms’ use of ‘respect’ throughout the supply chain 
indicates a strong awareness of international human rights, and thus the acknowledgement of the 
Framework is clearly implied. The UN Framework imposes duties on states and responsibilities 
on companies, which according to Knox (2007) places the Framework at the lowest level of his 
conceptual pyramid, indicating the horizontality of the Framework. Thus, Toms accepts the 
horizontality of international human rights law in the sense that it acknowledges the 
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responsibility of corporations that is entrenched in the business and human rights discourse. 
Moreover, as Toms’ headquarters are located in Denmark, the Danish law on the Financial 
Statements Act requires the company to report on CSR activities, placing an actual duty on the 
company. Toms does however not have a duty to actively engage in CSR, but must only 
communicate on whether it does so or not. It is also noteworthy that the UN Framework places a 
responsibility on companies whether they acknowledge their responsibility publicly or not, 
which further enforce the horizontality of the Framework. An example of this is the informal 
pressure from OECD and EU that Toms mention when highlighting the GPs, because these 
institutions have endorsed the UN framework and encourage others to do the same.  
 
At the same time Toms focuses on communicating ‘root causes’, ‘social factors’ and ‘recurrent 
topics’, indicating that apart from being aware of international human rights, the issue is 
identified as an important factor when dealing with stakeholders. Child labor is identified as an 
important outside-in linkage, rooted in poverty and lack of education, which suggests that Toms 
regards the issue as having (potential) impact on the company, especially on human capital. 
Furthermore Toms compliments its outside-in focus, as it internalizes child labor as a supply 
chain issue to take responsibility for. From the matrix, it is clear that there are complementary 
elements of both identification of corporate linkages and recognition of international human 
rights, which suggests that the combination of the two theoretical strands into a single discourse 
is possible so far as to the first intersection. 
 
Secondly, the intersection between ‘detection’ and ‘choice of issue’ was analyzed. As the matrix 
indicates, Toms chooses issues related to the child labor aspect of international human rights. 
When choosing an issue, one important criterion is its relation to the value chain of Toms, as it 
should relate to the general business operations. Furthermore, issues should have social impact 
and optimally any issue should be considered in terms of forming foundations for the creation of 
a competitive advantage. Toms plainly states its commitment to fighting child labor and opts for 
stakeholder dialogue and Public Private Partnerships in order to address the problem. Both 
stakeholder dialogue and partnerships indicate a willingness to publicly commit to addressing 
human rights issues, as well as a wish to be transparent. Furthermore an important aspect of 
‘choosing issues’ is to categorize them clearly in terms of their relation to the core business. 
Toms’ three major initiatives related to child labor are all associated with the actual operations of 
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Toms. The educational project is identified as a mean to improve competence and human capital 
throughout Toms’ supply chain as well as improving the social welfare of the cocoa producing 
families. This project is mostly generic, because the benefits of improving education are not 
directly transferred to Toms. Although this is the project that is most closely related to child 
labor, it is also the least strategic, as it does not directly affect core business operations. 
However, its philanthropic nature is likely to be received well by consumers, thus resulting in 
indirect competitive advantages. The fermentation project is closely related to the quality and 
productivity of Toms, but with the beneficial side effects of improving the living condition and 
increasing the income for the farming families. Lastly, the traceability project ensures Toms and 
its consumers’ knowledge of the origin of the products, as well as giving Toms increased 
knowledge and relations with the cocoa communities. Key elements plotted in the matrix are 
‘mapping’, ‘commitment’ and ‘partnerships’ and since these concepts can be related to both 
theories, a bridge between them becomes visible. This once again points towards the possibility 
of combining the theories into a discourse. For Toms, the intersection between ‘detection’ and 
‘choice of issue’ seems to be a natural extension after having recognized human rights and 
identified corporate linkages. This extension is natural in the sense that Toms’ activities in 
relation to choosing issues are the result of acknowledging that it has a ‘responsibility for people’ 
and a ‘responsibility for the supply chain’. 
 
The last step in the application of the matrix was to investigate the intersection between 
‘implementation’ and ‘corporate agenda’, as this combination shows the largest degree of actual 
integration of the UN Framework and the Shared Value concept. During the period from 2008-
2010, Toms has gradually integrated human rights into its corporate agenda through its activities 
in the education project, the fermentation project and the traceability project. Toms argues that it 
has a “long standing engagement”, which implies a mission of creating both community- and 
stakeholder value. Toms has showed its intent to be a ‘good citizen’ and to ‘help the local 
communities’, which corresponds with the notion of ‘responsive CSR’. As mentioned, Toms’ 
goal is to reach 15.000 children through the education project, which should positively affect 
both children and farmers in Ghana. However, 2.250 children were reached both in 2011 and 
2012, giving the impression that Toms has not been able to increase the number of beneficiaries 
of the project. Furthermore, Toms reports that it has been able to reach 2.250 children, but it is 
not specific on the concrete benefits created. A similar criticism can be made for example on the 
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number of books handed out or the amount of teachers trained, because Toms does not provide 
extensive information on the social and economic impacts for the beneficiaries of these 
interventions. Furthermore, in 2013 there are no new clear qualitative or quantitative information 
on the development of the projects, apart from reporting the number of the teachers trained.  
 
Toms does have elements of strategic CSR in its approach to child labor, as it engages in 
strategic CSR that can create Shared Value. Toms argues that it is ‘aligning’ with the GPs and 
that there is a ‘business case’ for its activities, indicating that the incorporation of the GPs could 
be part of the ‘business case’ for engaging in CSR. Furthermore, in the alignment with the GPs 
Toms is engaging in a process of due diligence by stating its intent to publish a policy 
commitment to the UN Framework. This intent was stated in 2012, and the statement would be 
an important part of the due diligence process, but no policy statement is currently accessible for 
the public. It is thus difficult to thoroughly assess Toms’ entrenchment of the UN Framework 
according to the GPs. Despite this, a process of due diligence is visible, as Toms has publicly 
committed to integrating the UN Framework and it also provides some information on its 
progress in human rights activities. By adopting concepts provided in the GPs, especially in the 
2013 Responsibility report, Toms is clearly making references to the UN Framework, which 
explicitly shows an impact on Toms’ approach to human rights. Hence, Toms’ external 
communication through its responsibility reports shows intent but cannot be regarded as fully 
implemented. 
 
All three initiatives are strategic in the sense that they create a unique position for Toms, because 
of the innovative value of the projects. In creating Shared Value Toms is reconceiving its 
products, as the fermentation project has resulted in increased productivity and in a better flavor 
of its chocolate, something that has affected the market for chocolate. The traceability project is 
also affecting the market, as it allows consumers to know the source of their products. 
Furthermore Toms enables cluster development, as it supports the West African cocoa industry 
through both its education project and its fermentation project, enabling training of both farmers 
and children and allowing entrenchment in the local communities.  As can be seen from the 
matrix, Toms is adopting a shared value approach and the tag-line on the reports presents a 
company that incorporates CSR into its core activities. Once again Toms’ activities follow a 
natural development from ‘choosing issues’ to ‘implementing’ them and using them to shape ‘a 
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corporate agenda’, which implies that the integration of the two theoretical strands can be 
achieved. A thorough commitment and implementation of the ‘optimal’ process of the matrix 
implies that Shared Value is created through Toms’ approach to human rights as a CSR case. 
 
To answer the first working question, it is possible to see an evolution that follows the ‘optimal’ 
process of the matrix, indicating that theory on the UN Framework with the Shared Value theory 
can be combined. In addition, the matrix has not only combined the theories in abstraction, but 
has also allowed its application to an empirical case, making the validity of the tool not only 
theoretical but also practical. Both stances are process-oriented and link business activities to 
social responsibility, even though each theory stems from different academic disciplines. A 
supposed power struggle between these stances, which has been mentioned previously, is 
actually not that evident when the intersections are applied, as many commonalities become 
visible. While it is possible to see an evolution that follows the ‘optimal’ process of the matrix, 
each ‘step’ on the way is not as thoroughly coherent. This both points out an inconsistency of 
Toms’ construction of CSR and a limitation in the matrix’s ability to visualize particular 
asymmetrical findings in Toms approach to child labor. For example, Toms’ code of conduct has 
been placed outside of the ‘optimal’ process because it articulates a strong commitment to the 
UN Framework. However, since it is a code of conduct it does not provide any suggestions on 
which activities that would be best when approaching human rights issues. Even though it is 
possible to plot ‘outliers’, it does not mean that Toms is not following the ‘optimal’ process, but 
that the matrix is able to take into account irregularities. The findings of the matrix leaves room 
for discussion since this is the first application, thus it needs further testing in order for its 
validity to be proven.  
 
Through the empirical application of Toms to the matrix, it is possible to provide an answer to 
the second working question. It is possible to see a development in Toms’ construction of CSR. 
On one hand, Toms has followed a process from recognition and identification to actually 
embedding a human rights agenda in its corporate strategies. Further, from 2008 to 2013 Toms 
has elaborated more clearly on its perception of its human rights responsibilities, arguing that it 
has become an integral part of the business. It is important to notice that Toms constructs its 
CSR strategy through a ‘human approach’ with child labor as a focal point. Toms gives much 
attention to the people affected throughout its value chain and manages to communicate a 
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coherent representation of taking responsibility for the entire supply chain through a Shared 
Value approach. In situating itself within a CSR discourse, Toms relies heavily on notions such 
as responsibility, commitment, supply chain management and business case which are 
‘signifiers’ that Toms has adopted when constructing its own approach to CSR.  
 
7.2 Dilemmas in Toms’ perception of child labor 
Toms’ approach to child labor is primarily focusing on providing better access to education, but 
even though this is a long-term perspective to eradicate child labor through education, it should 
be noted that education in itself is not a remedy. This also relates well with the more generic 
value of providing access to education. It can be stressed that Toms’ focus potentially leaves out 
other aspects of the problem on child labor. Apart from lack of education, poverty is identified as 
one of the root causes to child labor, and education alone is not a solution to poverty, as it does 
not fully ensure getting a job. A potential solution would be to provide a remediation for the lack 
of jobs in West Africa by focusing on ensuring employment through cluster development in and 
around the cocoa industry, which would ensure a greater direct effect on the value chain.  
 
Toms states several times that it is committing to the international human rights regime, for 
example when it explicitly makes references to the UNGC and the ILO conventions. Doing this 
enables Toms to address child labor as a social human rights issue, because these conventions set 
out guidelines on how to approach the complexities of child labor. ILO convention no. 138 for 
example, distinguishes between ages and types of work when setting the minimum age for child 
labor. Toms is adhering to this convention, but does not distinguish between child work and 
child labor in any reports, thus leaving an important distinction out of its approach. This lack of 
distinction might be important, as there are many dimensions that go unaddressed. 
Internationally, child work is considered allowable in the sense that it can enable social 
development, but when Toms fails to distinguish between child work and child labor, its 
approach becomes narrowed down to “just” fighting all forms of child labor. If Toms openly 
communicates the use of child work, even under adequate conditions, it would have a high risk 
of being negatively received by the public. However, many children in West Africa need to work 
in order to contribute to the family income, so from a utilitarian perspective it can be noted that 
the lack of a solution could leave room for a short-term compromise in the form of child work. 
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Toms has supply chain activities located both in Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire, but there are 
noticeable differences in its CSR approach to the two countries. Both countries have a similarly 
high number of children engaged in child labor in the cocoa industry. However, many activities 
have been and still are implemented in Ghana, but the same is not evident regarding Côte 
d’Ivoire. In Ghana, the traceability system has allowed Toms to focus its CSR to the specific 
areas where the cocoa is sourced. In Côte d’Ivoire a traceability system is not yet integrated, 
making it more difficult to choose explicit issues of focus, start partnerships and target the 
people who are directly involved in Toms’ supply chain. It can be argued that Ghana seems like 
a more convenient location to be involved in when identifying corporate linkages, choosing 
issues and subsequently implementing and tracking activities. Côte d’Ivoire, given its instability, 
might need more external attention and help in fighting child labor, as the country has weaker 
governance.  
 
In answer to the third working question, it is possible to say that Toms perceives child labor as a 
general social issue that is definitely worth addressing. Toms argues that child labor has effects 
on the supply chain, and that Toms has a responsibility to influence social developments where it 
is possible. Toms adheres to international human rights in its perception of child labor, even 
though it does not distinguish between child labor and child work. It is noteworthy that Toms 
acknowledges child labor as an international human rights problem, but does not engage equally 
in fighting it both in Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire. This dilemma points out a relevant criticism 
inherent in CSR which centers on the freedom of companies when choosing which issues to take 
responsibility for.  
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CHAPTER 8 – CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVE 
This project has been structured around the research question How can the ‘shared value theory’ 
and the ‘UN framework on Business and Human Rights’ be combined in a single approach that 
can explain how Toms address child labor issues in the West-African cocoa industry? This 
section provides an answer to the research question as well as a conclusion to the key findings of 
the paper.  
 
8.1 Conclusion and Perspective 
Through careful reading and interpretation of material on the UN Framework and its Guiding 
Principles and Shared Value theory, a matrix connecting these theories was developed. This 
combination resulted in an ‘optimal’ approach to business and human rights, which was an 
evolutionary process consisting of the three highlighted boxes in the graphical illustration of the 
matrix. Developing this matrix helped answering the first working question, which was: What is 
the relation between the discourses on Shared Value theory and the UN Framework? The 
combination of theories in the matrix is meant as a contribution to the discourse on business and 
human rights, as it emphasizes the many commonalities between these two stances. Even though 
these stances have been combined into an analytical tool, there are still discursive ‘power 
struggles’ between the two. Hence, apart from creating a single approach, the matrix can be seen 
as an opportunity for discussion of the minor dissonances and through that figure out ways to 
reach resonance.  
 
Moreover, this project has demonstrated that the application of Toms in the matrix was 
achievable, indicating that this tool is applicable on a practical as well as theoretical level. This 
application was an attempt to identify how Toms has constructed its CSR approach within the 
Business and Human Rights discourse and thus helped answer the second working question: 
what social construct of CSR is Toms communicating? The analysis of Toms followed the 
‘optimal’ process of the matrix and it became apparent that Toms constructs most of its corporate 
agenda around having a business responsibility for human rights. Toms has been vital in 
answering the research question, as it highlighted the applicability of the matrix and enabled a 
discourse analysis. However, Toms is only one empirical study and the matrix can be applied to 
other companies as well as other human rights issues, which can result in further discussions in 
the Business and Human Rights discourse. 
 
69 
  
 
Regarding the human rights issue addressed in the project, it is possible to say that a particular 
dilemma on child labor exists. This dilemma is directly faced by Toms, which has been an 
interesting case study since it shapes its social responsibility mainly around the issue of child 
labor. Through the analysis of Toms it has been possible to ascertain that it has gone through an 
evolution in terms of CSR, and that child labor is identified as a human rights issue as well as a 
mean for Toms to construct strategic CSR. In answering the third working question: how is child 
labor perceived as a social issue by Toms?, some of the dilemmas of child labor became clear, as 
Toms faces challenges of distinction and measurement of impacts. Today, the dilemma on child 
labor remains unsolved, but this project has contributed to an understanding of the child labor 
issue clarifying how it is addressed by an international corporation.  
 
In conclusion to the research question, the matrix showed that the UN Framework’s Guiding 
Principles and the Shared Value theory can be combined in a single approach, and the case study 
of Toms has provided insights related to the applicability of the matrix. It has also presented an 
account for Toms’ CSR evolution in regards to child labor, through the integration of human 
rights and strategic CSR. The matrix has visualized how the two theories can be combined in a 
single approach which enables a coherent analysis of complex issues such as child labor and how 
a company like Toms addresses these. In developing the matrix this project has situated itself 
within the CSR and business and human rights discourses, by attempting to create a coherent 
approach to practically address human rights issues in supply chain management. 
 
This project has focused primarily on how Toms should address child labor problems, indicating 
a business focus. However, it might prove useful to study the role of the state as well, because 
both theories emphasize the importance of the state in facilitating responsible business behavior. 
Including a state perspective was beyond the scope of this project, but it might prove useful for 
further research or further development of the matrix. Although it was not the focus of this 
project, it could have been very interesting to investigate the role of the Danish and Ghanaian 
States in relation to Toms’ CSR activities. In focusing only on Toms’ communication, it was 
hard to determine whether Toms has experienced a large degree of informal pressure from states 
to do CSR in West Africa. Toms is receiving DANIDA funding, which clearly creates a relation 
to the Danish government in terms of expectations of performance. Furthermore it was 
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mentioned how the Danish and Ghanaian states have engaged in a partnership aiming at 
improving commercial and political relations between the countries, and this could have indirect 
effects on the way Toms operates in West Africa. In addition it might support the findings of this 
project by elaborating on Toms’ implementation of strategic CSR, because Toms might be 
affected by state policies. The partnership between the two countries could result in more 
political attention to business behavior and the Ghanaian government could have influence on 
the expectations of Toms, in a way that is facilitated through leverage of the partnership. It was 
also briefly noticed how the Ghanaian State actually implements policies for fighting child labor, 
indicating that the State is trying to accommodate the issue from a institutional level. It could be 
very interesting to consider the Ghanaian State’s view on Toms’ CSR activities, because it might 
contribute to an understanding of the interrelation between states and businesses in fostering 
change and whether Toms is acting with ‘approval’ from the Ghanaian State. Furthermore it 
could be very interesting to investigate whether the Ghanaian state has any formal role in 
organizing CSR efforts in West Africa, both because it is considered a stable democracy with 
good economic potential, but also in order to investigate the power of the State versus the power 
of the company to foster sustainable change. Incorporating a State perspective would relate well 
with both theories, because the UN Framework gives States a central role in protecting human 
rights and the Shared Value theory emphasizes the importance of States encouraging free market 
competition as well as performing the tasks that States do best, such as providing security, health 
and other public goods. 
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